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This Final Environmental Impact Statement was prepared 
by the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Federal Highway 
Administration and the Virginia Department of Transportation with 
assistance from a team of consulting engineers and scientists led by 
McCormick Taylor, Inc.  Key preparers of this document are listed 
as follows:

Federal Highway Administration
John Simkins
Planning and Environment Team Leader
Education: M.S. Environmental Sciences, 
B.S. Biology
Professional Experience: 15 Years
Role: FHWA Project Manager

Virginia Department of Transportation
Jeffrey Cutright, P.E.
Location and Design Division: Project Management Office 
Director
Education:  B.S. Civil Engineering Technology
Professional Experience: 27 Years
Role:  Engineering, Corridor Program Manager
Angel Deem
Environmental Division: Location Studies Program Director
Education: B.S. Biology
Professional Experience: 17 Years
Role: Location Studies Program Director
Nicholas Nies
Environmental Division: Location Studies Program Manager
Education: M.A. Transportation Policy, Operations, and Logistics, 
B.S. Health, Fitness, Park, Recreation Resource Management, 
Minor Biology, Certificate in Environmental Management 
Professional Experience: 12 Years
Role: Former Project Manager
Scott Smizik, AICP
Environmental Division: Location Studies Project Manager
Education: Masters in Energy and Environmental Policy, 
B.A. Environmental Studies
Professional Experience: 11 Years
Role: Project Manager

Bill Guiher
Transportation Mobility Planning Division
Education: B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 27 Years
Role: Traffic and Planning Technical Lead
Paul Kohler
Environmental Division: Noise Abatement Program Manager
Education: B.S. Biology
Professional Experience:  19 Years
Role: Noise Abatement Technical Lead
Antony Opperman 
Environmental Division: Preservation Program Manager
Education: B.A. Anthropology, M.A. Anthropology
Professional Experience: 30 Years 
Role: Historic Properties Technical Lead
Jim Ponticello
Environmental Division: Air Quality Program Manager
Education: B.S. Chemical Engineering, M.S. Civil/Environmental 
Engineering, B.S., Biology
Professional Experience: 18 Years
Role: Air Quality Technical Lead
Leo Snead, Jr., PWS
Environmental Division: Natural Resources 
Education: B.S. Biology
Professional Experience: 32 Years 
Role: Natural Resources Technical Lead
Ed Wallingford
Environmental Division: Hazardous Materials Program Manager
Education: B.S. Agronomy, M.S. Environmental Sciences and 
Engineering
Professional Experience: 27 Years
Role: Hazardous Materials Technical Lead

McCormick Taylor, Inc.
Richard Butala
Vice President/Senior Project Manager
Education: B.S. Environmental Resource Management, Minor 
Wildlife Science
Professional Experience: 25 Years
Role: Consultant Team Project Manager, NEPA Documents Writer, 
QA/QC

Brennan Collier
Associate/Environmental Group Leader
Education: B.A. Geology, B.A. Environmental Science, Minor 
Environmental Management
Professional Experience: 15 Years
Role: Environmental Studies Task Leader, NEPA Documents 
Writer
Patsy Napier
Senior Technical Advisor
Professional Experience: 44 Years
Role: Transportation Studies Task Leader
Scot Aitkenhead, PWS, CA
Senior Environmental Scientist
Education: B.S. Environmental Resource Management
Professional Experience: 10 Years
Role: Environmental Studies Specialist, Wetland and Stream 
Assessment
Virginia Bailey
Senior Environmental Specialist
Education: B.S. Environmental Resource Management
Professional Experience: 14 Years
Role: NEPA Documents Writer, Section 4(f) Specialist, QA/QC
Rebecca Behringer
Environmental Planner
Education: B.S. Environmental Science, Aquatic Resources 
Option, Minor Chemistry
Professional Experience: 7 Years
Role:  Indirect and Cumulative Effects Specialist
Kelly Coleman
Senior Environmental Planner
Education: B.S. Environmental Science
Professional Experience: 17 Years
Role: Socioeconomics and Land Use Specialist; NEPA Documents 
Writer 
Jack Cramer
Air Quality and Acoustical Scientist
Education: B.S. Geo-Environmental Studies 
Professional Experience: 12 Years
Role: Air Quality Specialist
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Adam Dall
Design Visualization Specialist
Education: A.S. Arts
Professional Experience: 11 Years
Role: Noise Specialist
Rick DeLong, P.E.
Associate/Engineering Group Leader
Education: B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 19 Years
Role: Transportation Studies, QA/QC
Robyn Hartz
Transportation Environmental Specialist
Education: M.S. Transportation Engineering, M.C.R.P. City 
Planning, B.S. Civil Engineering 
Professional Experience: 12 Years
Role: Noise Specialist
Douglas Holt
Transportation Designer
Education: B.A. General Studies
Professional Experience: 3 Years
Role: Noise Specialist
T. Ross Hudnall
GIS Coordinator
Education: B.A. Geography
Professional Experience: 7 Years
Role: GIS Analysis and Mapping
Carolyn Keeler
Senior Environmental Specialist
Education: M.S. Biology (Aquatic Ecology), 
B.S. Biology
Professional Experience: 18 Years
Role: Natural Resources Specialist, NEPA Documents Writer
Jeffrey Lasko
Acoustical Scientist
Education: B.S. Geo-Environmental Studies
Professional Experience: 6 Years
Role: Noise Specialist
Marc Lipschultz, P.E., PTOE
Senior Traffic Engineer
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering, B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 13 Years
Role: Traffic Engineer

Cindy McCormick, P.E., PTOE
Senior Traffic Engineer
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering, B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 20 Years
Role: Traffic Engineer
Alexander Nies
Environmental Specialist
Education: B.S. Environmental Science
Professional Experience: 1.5 Years
Role: Environmental Studies Specialist, Noise Specialist
Diane Nulton
Associate
Education: B.S. Biology 
Professional Experience: 25 Years
Role: NEPA Documents Writer, Section 4(f) Specialist, QA/QC
Andrew Parker, P.E., PTOE
Traffic Engineer
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering, B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 11 Years
Role: Traffic Engineer
Luke Sanders, E.I.
Transportation Designer
Education: B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 1.5 Years
Role: Traffic Engineer
Barbara Shaffer
Associate/Senior Archaeologist
Education: M.A. Anthropology/Archaeology, M.A. Historic 
Preservation, B.S. Anthropology
Professional Experience: 23 Years
Role: Archaeologist 
Drew Sullivan, E.I.
Transportation Designer
Education: B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 1.5 Years
Role: Engineering Specialist
Robert Watts, P.E., PTOE
Transportation Engineer
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering, B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 12 Years
Role: Traffic Engineer

Christopher Young, E.I.
Transportation Designer
Education: B.S. Engineering Technology
Professional Experience: 5 Years
Role: Engineering Specialist

Rummel, Klepper & Kahl, LLP
Barbara Hoage, PE, PTOE 
Senior Director 
Education: B.S. Civil Engineering 
Professional Experience: 26 Years 
Role: Travel Forecasting and Traffic Engineering Oversight 
Robert Josef 
Senior Engineer, Transportation 
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 23 Years 
Role: Travel Forecasting 
Sachin Katkar, PE 
Project Engineer 
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering 
Professional Experience: 7 Years 
Role: Traffic Analysis 
Marcel Klik 
Senior Engineer, Transportation 
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering 
Professional Experience: 19 Years 
Role: Travel Forecasting and Traffic Analysis 

STV Group, Inc.
Susan Paschal, AICP
Senior Planner
Education: M.S. City and Regional Planning, 
B.S. Natural Sciences and Mathematics
Professional Experience: 15 Years
Role: Intermodal Studies Specialist
Scot Sibert, AICP
Senior Transportation Planner
Education: M.S. Regional Planning, 
B.A. Geography 
Professional Experience: 13 Years
Role: Intermodal Studies Specialist
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Xi Zou
Freight Specialist
Education: M.S. Civil Engineering (Transportation), 
M.S. Electrical Engineering
Professional Experience: 15 Years
Role: Intermodal Studies Specialist

Environmental, Engineering, and Education
Solutions Consulting, Inc.

Taylor Sprenkle, PWD
Senior Environmental Scientist
Education:  M.S. Biology, B.S. Biology
Professional Experience: 12 Years
Role: Small-Whorled Pogonia Habitat Assessment; Wetland and 
Stream Assessment

Dovetail Cultural Resource Group
Kerri Barile
President
Education: Ph.D. Anthropology/Architectural History, M.A. 
Anthropology, M. Certificate Museum Management, B.A. Historic 
Preservation
Professional Experience: 19 Years
Role: Architectural History, Historic Archaeology
Mike Carmody
Vice President
Education: M.A. Anthropology, 
B.A. Anthropology/Archaeology
Professional Experience: 18 Years
Role: Archaeology 
Marco Gonzalez 
Crew Chief/GIS Specialist
Education: G.I.S. Certificate Geographic Information Systems, 
B.A. Anthropology, American History
Professional Experience: 10 Years
Role: Archaeology, GIS Analysis and Mapping
Mike Klein
Senior Archaeologist
Education: Ph.D. Anthropology, 
M.A. Anthropology, B.A. History
Professional Experience: 26 Years
Role: Archaeology 

Sean Maroney
Senior Architectural Historian/Historian
Education: M.L.I.S. Library and Information Science, M. 
Certificate Museum Management, 
B.A. Psychology/Biology
Professional Experience: 18 Years 
Role: Architectural History, History

Intermodal Engineering
Valerie Henchel, P.E.
President
Education: M.A. Business Administration, 
B.S. Civil Engineering
Professional Experience: 29 Years
Role: Traffic Data Collection
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The following is a list of the federal and state agencies, local governments and regional organizations that received the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and are receiving this Final EIS.

State Agencies
Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Virginia Department of Aviation
Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality
Virginia Department of Forestry
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
Virginia Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water
Virginia Department of Historic Resources
Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development
Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy**
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation
Virginia Economic Development Partnership
Virginia Institute of Marine Science 
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Virginia Outdoors Foundation

Local Governments
City of Hampton
City of Newport News
City of Richmond
City of Williamsburg
Henrico County
James City County**
New Kent County**
York County**

Regional Organizations
Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization**
Richmond Area Metropolitan Planning Organization**

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

*Cooperating Agency – Any federal agency, other than a lead agency, that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposed 
project or project alternative.  A state or local agency of similar qualifications or, when the effects are on lands of tribal interest, a Native American tribe may, by agreement with the lead 
agencies, also become a cooperating agency.

**Participating Agency – Federal, state, tribal, regional and local government agencies that may have an interest in the project.  Non-governmental organizations and private entities cannot 
serve as participating agencies.

Federal Agencies
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Office of Federal 		
	 Agency Programs**
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers*
U.S. Coast Guard*
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation 		
	 Service, Chesapeake Office**
U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 	
	 Administration**
U.S. Department of Defense, Camp Peary**
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development**
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service*
U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service*
U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental  
	 Project Review**
U.S. Department of the Navy**
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad 			 
	 Administration**
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 				 
	 Administration**
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency*
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•	 Air Quality Technical Memorandum (October 2012).
•	 Alternatives Development Technical Memorandum (December 2013)*.
•	 Historic Properties Documentation (October 2012).
•	 Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Memorandum (December 2013).
•	 Natural Resources Technical Memorandum (October 2012).
•	 Noise Technical Memorandum (December 2013)*.
•	 Purpose and Need Technical Memorandum (October 2012).
•	 Right of Way Technical Memorandum (October 2012).
•	 Socioeconomic and Land Use Technical Memorandum (December 2013)*.
•	 Traffic and Transportation Technical Memorandum (December 2013)*.

*Updates since the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are documented on an errata sheet in this memorandum.
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American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials, A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 
Fifth Edition, Washington DC, 2004.

American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials, Roadside Design Guide, Third Edition, Washington DC, 
2006.

American Transportation Research Institute, Freight Performance 
Measures, 2009-2010.

City of Hampton, 2010 Comprehensive Plan, Adopted December 
1989.

City of Hampton, Community Plan 2006, http://www.hampton.gov/
community-plan

City of Hampton GIS, furnished March 2011.

City of Hampton, Hampton Comprehensive Waterways Management 
Plan, Final Report.

City of Hampton, Manual of Stormwater Management Practices, 
June 1991.

City of Newport News Comprehensive Plan, Framework for the 
Future 2030, http://www.nngov.com/planning/resources/FFF08

City of Newport News GIS, furnished February 2011.

City of Richmond GIS, furnished February 2011.

City of Richmond Master Plan 2000-2010, http://www.
richmondgov.com/planninganddevelopmentreview/
PlansAndDocuments.aspx

City of Richmond Redevelopment and Housing Authority,  
http://www.rrha.org

City of Richmond, Zoning Ordinance, July 26, 2004. Including 
Supplements through July 14, 2008 and all Zoning Amendments 
through January 9, 2012.

Claggett, Michael, Ph.D. and Jeffery Houk. The Easy Mobile 
Inventory Tool – EMIT.  Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505: FHWA 
Resource Center, 

Eckoff, P. and T. Braverman.  Addendum to the CAL3QHC 
Version 2.0 Users Guide.

ESRI Basemap Service - World Topographic Map, March 2012.

ESRI World Streetmap Data, http://www/esri.com/data/free-data/
index.html

Federal Highway Administration, Federal Aid Policy Guide 23 
CFR 772, U.S. Government Printing Office, updated December 9, 
1991.

Federal Highway Administration and the Virginia Department of 
Transportation, Procedures for Updating Air Studies When New 
Planning Assumptions Become Available, October 28, 2004.

Federal Highway Administration, Freight Analysis Framework, 
Version 3, 2011.

Google Maps, http://maps.google.com

Greater Richmond Partnership, Inc., http://www.grpva.com/ 

Greater Richmond Transit Company, http://www.ridegrtc.com/ 

Hampton Roads Performs, http://www.hamptonroadsperforms.com

Hampton Roads Sanitation District, http://www.hrsd.com/images/
FastFactsServiceAreaMap2.jpg

Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization, 2034 Long-
Range Transportation Plan.

Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization, 2035 Long-
Range Transportation Plan.

Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization, Hampton 
Roads Military Transportation Needs Study, September 2011.

Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization, Traffic 
Impact of an Inland Port in Hampton Roads, September 2011.

Henrico County GIS, furnished March 2011.

Henrico County, Henrico Vision 2026, http://www.co.henrico.
va.us/planning/projects/2026-comprehensive-plan/

Henrico County Water Supply Plan, August 2011.

James City County 2009 Comprehensive Plan, http://www.jccegov.
com/news/fyi/september09/index.html 

James City County GIS, furnished February 2011.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Tide Chart 
Number 12243.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.  Amendment 1 
to the Consolidate HMS FMP. Chapter 5. June 2009.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Essential Fish 
Habitat Mapper v2.0 and EFH data inventory, http://sharpfin.nmfs.
noaa.gov/website/EFH_Mapper/map.aspx

New Kent County GIS, furnished March 2011.

New Kent County Comprehensive Plan Vision 2020, http://www.
co.new-kent.va.us/planningcomm/revcompplan/00COMPPLANF.
pdf 

New Kent County, Water & Sewer Department, http://www.
co.new-kent.va.us/

North Carolina, Guidance for Assessing Indirect and Cumulative 
Impacts of Transportation Projects in North Carolina, 2001.

Port of Virginia. Express Barge Service Marks 100th Sailing, 2010, 
http://blog.portofvirginia.com/my-blog/2010/08/64-express-barge-
service-marks-100th-sailing.html

Richmond Area Metropolitan Planning Organization, 2034 Long-
Range Transportation Plan. 

Richmond Regional Planning District Commission, 2035 Long 
Range Transportation Plan. 

Shudtz, P and Brown, D Freight Rail Investing in Virginia, CSX 
and Norfolk-Southern, 2005. 

Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database for City of 
Richmond, Virginia - VA760, February 17, 2010.

Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database for Henrico County, 
Virginia - VA087, October 4, 2011.

Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database for James City and 
York Counties and the City of Williamsburg, Virginia – VA695, 
August 9, 2010.

Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database for New Kent 
County, Virginia - VA127, February 23, 2010.

Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database for Tidewater Cities 
Area, Virginia - VA715, January 26, 2010.

Transportation Research Board and National Research Council, 
Highway Capacity Manual, HCM 2010, 2010.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, A Classification of Wetlands and 
Deepwater Habitats of the U.S. (Cowardin et al. 1979).

U.S. Census Bureau (2000 Data) American FactFinder website: 
http://factfinder.census.gov
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards, http://www.USEPA.gov/air/criteria.html

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Information, Planning and 
Conservation System, http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Natural 
Heritage Division,  http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/natural_heritage/

Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Virginia 
Conservation Lands Database, http://www.dcr.virginia.gov/
natural_heritage/clinfo.shtml

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Groundwater 
Program, http://www.deq.state.va.us/Programs/Water/
WaterSupplyWaterQuantity.aspx

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Virginia Water 
Quality Assessment 305(b) / 303(d) Integrated Report – 2010 and 
Interactive Mapping, http://www.deq.state.va.us/connectwithdeq/
vegis.aspx

Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, Fish and 
Wildlife Information System Database, http://www.vafwis.org/fwis

Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation, Hampton 
Roads Regional Transit Vision Plan, February 2011.

Virginia Department of Transportation, Bridge Inspection Reports, 
2011.

Virginia Department of Transportation, Consultant Guide, Air 
Quality Project-Level Analysis, Revision 18, May 2009.

Virginia Department of Transportation, Highway Traffic Noise 
Impact Analysis Guidance Manual, approved March 15, 2011, 
effective July 13, 2011, updated September 16, 2011.

Virginia Department of Transportation, I-64 As-Built Plans, 
provided by the Department over a four month period in 2011.
Virginia Department of Transportation, Planning Level Cost 
Estimate Spreadsheet, 2009.

Virginia Department of Transportation.  Road Design Manual, 
2005, revised January 2012.

Virginia Department of Transportation, Section 107.14(b) 3 Noise 
(VDOT, 2002).

Virginia Department of Transportation, Statewide Crash Database, 
2008-2010.

U.S. Census Bureau (2010 Data) American FactFinder website: 
http://factfinder.census.gov

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, FHWA Traffic Noise Model User’s Guide, FHWA 
Report No. FHWA-PD-96-009, January 1998.
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement 
Guidance, July 2010.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, Measurement of Highway-Related Noise, FHWA 
Report No. FHWA-PD-96-046, May 1996.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, New Freight Traffic Data Point to More 
Congestion on Key Highways, Press Release, September 21, 2011.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Federal Highway 
Administration.  Interim Guidance Update on Mobile Source Air 
Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, September 30, 2009.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Federal Highway 
Administration, Transportation Conformity Guidance for 
Qualitative Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and 
Maintenance Areas,  March 2006.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, USEPA’s User’s Guide to 
CAL3QHC Version 2.0: A Modeling Methodology for Predicting 
Pollutant Concentrations Near Roadway Intersections  USEPA-
454/R-92-006, November 1992.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, USEPA’s User’s Guide 
to MOBILE6.1 and MOBILE6.2 Mobile Source Emission Factor 
Model. Report Number USEPA420-R-03-010, August 2003.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Guideline for Modeling 
Carbon Monoxide from Roadway Intersections,  Report Number 
USEPA-454/R-92-005, November 1992.

U.S Environmental Protection Agency, Information on Health and 
Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter,  www.USEPA.gov/
air/particlepollution/health.html

Virginia Department of Transportation, Statewide Traffic Data, 
2010, http://www.virginiadot.org/info/ct-trafficcounts.asp

Virginia Department of Transportation, Structure Inspection 
Reports, provided by the Department over a four month period in 
2011.

Virginia Department of Transportation, Six-Year Improvement 
Plan.

Virginia Department of Transportation, Virginia Statewide 
Multimodal Freight Study, Final Report, 2010.

Virginia Division of Mineral Resources, Geologic Map of Virginia, 
1993.

Virginia Employment Commission, http://www.vec.virginia.gov

Virginia Geographic Information Network (VGIN), various 
GIS mapping, 2011, http://www.vita.virginia.gov/isp/default.
aspx?id=12094

Virginia Institute of Marine Science Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation in Chesapeake Bay and Coastal Bay 2011 Interactive 
Map, http://web.vims.edu/bio/sav/maps.html

Virginia Land Use Cover, http://www.lib.virginia.edu/scholarslab/
resources/gis/vagaz/index.html

Virginia State Noise Abatement Policy, http://www.virginiadot.org/
projects/resources/noisewalls/State_Noise_Abatement_Policy.pdf

Virginia State Water Control Board, VAC 25-260 Virginia Water 
Quality Standards.

Virginia’s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy, Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries, 2005.

York County Comprehensive Plan, Charting the Course to 2025, 
http://www.yorkcounty.gov/Default.aspx?tabid=1723 

York County GIS, furnished February 2011.
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AADT		 Average Annual Daily Traffic
AASHTO	 American Association of State Highway and 	 	
	 	 Transportation Officials
AAWDT	 Annual Average Weekday Traffic
ABPP	 	 American Battlefield Protection Program
ACHP	 	 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
APF	 	 Area Protected from Fishing

CAA	 	 Clean Air Act
CAAA		 Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
CCB	 	 Center for Conservation Biology
CEQ	 	 Council on Environmental Quality
CNE	 	 Common Noise Environments 
CO	 	 Carbon Monoxide
Corps	 	 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CSXT	 	 CSX Transportation
CTB	 	 Commonwealth Transportation Board
CWA	 	 Clean Water Act
CZMA		 Coastal Zone Management Area

dB(A)	 	 A-Weighted Decibel Scale
DOT	 	 Department of Transportation

EBL	 	 Express Bus Lanes
EFH	 	 Essential Fish Habitat
EIS	 	 Environmental Impact Statement
EMIT	 	 Easy Mobile Inventory Tool
ESA	 	 Endangered Species Act
ESRI	 	 Environmental Systems Research Institute
ETL	 	 Express Toll Lanes

FE	 	 Federal Endangered 
FEMA		 Federal Emergency Management Agency
FHWA		 Federal Highway Administration
FIRM	 	 Flood Insurance Rate Maps
FRA	 	 Federal Railroad Administration
FT	 	 Federal Threatened 
FTA	 	 Federal Transit Administration

GIS	 	 Geographic Information Systems 
GPS	 	 Global Positioning System
GRTC	 	 Greater Richmond Transit Company
GWMA	 Ground Water Management Area

HAPC		 Habitat Area of Particular Concern
HCM	 	 Highway Capacity Manual
HCS	 	 Highway Capacity Software
HOT	 	 High Occupancy Toll
HOV	 	 High Occupancy Vehicle
HUC	 	 Hydrologic Unit Code

I	 	 Interstate
I-295	 	 Interstate 295
I-64	 	 Interstate 64
I-664	 	 Interstate 664
I-95	 	 Interstate 95
ICE	 	 Indirect and Cumulative Effects
IMR	 	 Interchange Modification Report
IPaC	 	 Information, Planning, and Conservation

LAFB	 	 Langley Air Force Base
Leq	 	 Equivalent Noise Level
LOS	 	 Level of Service 
LRTP	 	 Long Range Transportation Plan

MM	 	 Mile Marker
MOU	 	 Memorandum of Understanding
MOVES	 Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator
MPO	 	 Metropolitan Planning Organization
MSAT		 Mobile Source Air Toxics
MSL	 	 Mean Sea Level
MTP	 	 Metropolitan Transportation Plan

NAAQS	 National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NAC	 	 Noise Abatement Criteria 
Navy	 	 United States Department of Navy
NEPA	 	 National Environmental Policy Act
NHD	 	 Natural Heritage Division
NHPA	 	 National Historic Preservation Act
NHS	 	 National Highway System
NMFS		 National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA		 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NOx	 	 Nitrogen Oxide
NRCS	 	 Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRI	 	 National Rivers Inventory
NS	 	 Norfolk Southern Railroad
NWI	 	 National Wetlands Inventory 

O3	 	 Ozone

PCB	 	 Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
PCE	 	 Passenger Car Equivalent
PDC	 	 Planning District Commission
PE		  Preliminary Engineering
PM	 	 Particulate Matter
PPM	 	 Parts Per Million
PWC	 	 Personal Water Craft

RMA	 	 Resource Management Area
ROD	 	 Record of Decision
ROW	 	 Right of Way
RPA	 	 Resource Protection Area 
RSTP	 	 Regional Surface Transportation Plan

SAV	 	 Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
SE	 	 State Endangered
SHPO	 	 State Historic Preservation Office
SIP	 	 State Implementation Plan
SSD	 	 Stopping Sight Distance
ST	 	 State Threatened
STIP	 	 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program 
STRAHNET	 Strategic Highway Network
SYIP	 	 Six-Year Improvement Program
	
TDM	 	 Travel Demand Management
TIP	 	 Transportation Improvement Program
TMDL		 Total Maximum Daily Load
TPO	 	 Transportation Planning Organization
TRB	 	 Transportation Research Board
TSM	 	 Transportation Systems Management

USCG		 United States Coast Guard 
USDA		 United States Department of Agriculture
USDHHS	 United States. Department of Health and Human 	 	
	 	 Services
USDOD	 United States Department of Defense
USDOT	 United States Department of Transportation
USEPA	 United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS	 United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS	 	 United States Geologic Survey
USM	 	 Unified Stream Methodology
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USNPS	 U.S. National Park Service
USOMB	 U.S. Office of Management and Budget

VCZMP	 Virginia’s Coastal Zone Management Program
VDACS	 Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer 	 	
	 	 Services 
VDCR		 Virginia Department of Conservation and 	 	 	
	 	 Recreation 
VDEQ		 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
VDGIF	 Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
VDH	 	 Virginia Department of Health
VDHR		 Virginia Department of Historic Resources
VDRPT	 Virginia Department of Rail and Public 	 	 	
 	 	 Transportation	
VDOT		 Virginia Department of Transportation
VEC	 	 Virginia Employment Commission
VFWIS	 Virginia Fish and Wildlife Information Service
VIMS	 	 Virginia Institute of Marine Science
VMRC		 Virginia Marine Resources Commission
VOC	 	 Volatile Organic Compounds
VPA	 	 Virginia Port Authority
VPD	 	 Vehicles Per Day
VRE	 	 Virginia Railway Express
VWPP		 Virginia Water Protection Permit

WUS	 	 Waters of the United States
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Abatement-
diminution in amount, degree or intensity.
Aesthetics-
is a branch of philosophy dealing with the nature of beauty, art and 
taste, with the creation and appreciation of beauty.
Alternatives-
number of possible solutions to addressing the need for 
improvements.
Anadromous-
migrating up rivers from the sea to breed in fresh water.
Analyses-
detailed examination of the elements or structure of something, 
typically as a basis for discussion or interpretation.
Anthropogenic-
created by people or caused by human activity.
Basin-
a small enclosed or partly enclosed body of water.
Capacity-
the ability to hold, receive, store or accommodate.
Contraflow-
the altering of the normal flow of traffic, typically on a controlled-
access highway.
Corridor-
a broad geographical band that follows a general directional flow 
connecting major travel destinations that may contain a number of 
streets, highways and transit route alignments.  
Crash (Highway)-
an event that produces injury and/or property damage, involves a 
motor vehicle in transport and occurs on a trafficway or while the 
vehicle is still in motion after running off the trafficway.
Culvert-
a sewer or drain crossing under a road or embankment.
U.S. Department of Transportation-
establishes the nation’s overall transportation policy.  Under 
its umbrella there are ten administrations whose jurisdictions 
include highway planning, development and construction, urban 
mass transit, railroads, aviation and the safety of waterways, 
ports, highways and oil and gas pipelines.  The Department of 
Transportation was established by act of October 15, 1966, as 
amended (49 U.S.C. 102 and 102 note), “to assure the coordinated, 

effective administration of the transportation programs of the 
Federal Government” and to develop “national transportation 
policies and programs conducive to the provision of fast, safe, 
efficient and convenient transportation at the lowest cost consistent 
therewith”.
De minimis-
lacking significance or importance so minor as to merit disregard.
Deficiencies-
the quality or condition of being deficient.
Degradation-
decline to a low, destitute, or demoralized state.
Deterioration-
the action or process of deteriorating the state of having 
deteriorated.
Earth Berms-
a narrow ledge or shelf, as along the top or bottom of a slope.
Ecological-
relating to the science of the relationships between organisms and 
their environments.
Encroachment-
is a term which implies “advance beyond proper limits”.
Environmental Impact Statement-
report developed as part of the National Environmental Policy 
Act requirements, which details any significant adverse economic, 
social and environmental effects of a proposed transportation 
project for which federal funding is being sought.  Adverse 
effects could include air, water, or noise pollution; destruction 
or disruption of natural resources; adverse employment effects; 
injurious displacement of people or businesses; or disruption of 
desirable community or regional growth.  
Environmental Protection Agency-
an organization that’s mission is to protect human health and 
the environment, works to develop and enforce regulations that 
implement environmental laws enacted by Congress, is responsible 
for researching and setting national standards for a variety of 
environmental programs and delegates to states and tribes the 
responsibility for issuing permits and for monitoring and enforcing 
compliance.
Ephemeral-
lasting for a markedly brief time.

Exacerbated-
to increase the severity, violence or bitterness of.
Federal Highway Administration-
a branch of the U.S. Department of Transportation that administers 
the federal-aid Highway Program, providing financial assistance 
to states to construct and improve highways, urban and rural 
roads and bridges.  The Federal Highway Administration also 
administers the Federal Lands Highway Program, including survey, 
design and construction of forest highway system roads, parkways 
and park roads, Indian reservation roads, defense access roads and 
other federal lands roads.  The Federal Highway Administration 
became a component of the Department of Transportation in 1967 
pursuant to the Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. app. 
1651 note). It administers the highway transportation programs of 
the Department of Transportation under pertinent legislation.
Foraging-
the act of looking or searching for food or provisions.
Functional Classification-
process by which streets and highways are grouped into classes, or 
systems, according to the character of service they are intended to 
provide.
Geographic Information System/GIS-
computerized data management system designed to capture, 
store, retrieve, analyze and display geographically referenced 
information.   
Groundwater-
naturally-occurring water that moves through the ground and 
underlying rock, at a depth of several feet to several hundred feet.  
Hazardous Material-
any toxic substance or explosive, corrosive, combustible, 
poisonous or radioactive material that poses a risk to the public’s 
health, safety or property, particularly when transported in 
commerce.  
Highway-
any road, street, parkway or freeway/expressway that includes 
rights-of-way, bridges, railroad-highway crossings, tunnels, 
drainage structures, signs, guardrail and protective structures in 
connection with highways.  The highway further includes that 
portion of any interstate or international bridge or tunnel and the 
approaches thereto. 
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Hydrophytic Vegetation-
plants that have adapted to living in aquatic environments. These 
plants are also called hydrophytes.
Infrastructure-
the underlying foundation or basic framework (as of a system or 
organization).
Interchange-
a collection of ramps, exits and entrances between two or more 
highways.
Intersection-
1)  A point defined by any combination of courses, radials, or 
bearings of two or more navigational aids.  2)  Used to describe the 
point where two roadways cross or meet. 
Interstate Highway-
limited access, divided highway of at least four lanes designated 
by the Federal Highway Administration as part of the interstate 
system. 
Interstate Highway System-
the system of highways that connects the principal metropolitan 
areas, cities and industrial centers of the United States.  Also 
connects the United States to internationally significant routes in 
Canada and Mexico.  
Level of Service-
the concept of levels of service uses qualitative measures that 
characterize operational conditions within a traffic stream and 
their perception by motorists and passengers.  The descriptions of 
individual levels of service characterize these conditions in terms 
of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, 
traffic interruptions and comfort and convenience.  
Macroinvertebrates-
animals that have no backbone and are visible without 
magnification.
Mile-
a statute mile (5,280 feet), all mileage computations are based on 
statute miles.  
Mitigation-
to lessen in force or intensity.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969-
established a national environmental policy requiring that any 
project using federal funding or requiring federal approval, 
including transportation projects, examine the effects of proposed 
and alternative choices on the environment before a federal 
decision is made. 
Proliferation-
to grow or multiply by rapidly producing new tissue, parts, cells, or 
offspring.
Public Meeting or Hearing-
gatherings for the purpose of informing and soliciting input from 
interested individuals regarding transportation issues.  
Receptor-
locations that may be affected by noise.
Record of Decision-
the National Environmnental Policy Act defines ROD as a 
concise public record or decision preepared by the federal agency, 
pursuant to NEPA.  The ROD contains a statement of the decision, 
identification of all alternatives considered, identification of the 
environmentally preferred alternative, a statement as to whether 
all practical means to avoid or minimize environmental harm for 
the alternative selected have been adopted (and if not, why they 
were not), and a summary of monitoring and enforcement where 
applicable for any mitigation (40 CFR 1505.2).
Right of Way-
the land (usually a strip) acquired for or devoted to highway 
transportation purposes.  
Road-
An open way for the passage of vehicles, persons, or animals on 
land.  
Scoping-
opportunity for exercising the faculties or abilities.
Segmentally-
divided or organized into segments.
Socioeconomics-
involving social as well as economic factors.
Stakeholder-
a person, group, organization, member or system who affects or 
can be affected by an organization’s actions.

Subaqueous-
occurring, appearing, formed, or used under water.
Synopsis-
a brief summary of the major points of a written work, either as 
prose or as a table.
Topography-
detailed, precise description of a place or region.
Viability-
is the ability of a thing (a living organism, an artificial system, an 
idea, etc.) to maintain itself or recover its potentialities.
Watershed-
a specific geographic area drained by a major stream or river.  
Wetland-
a land area that is saturated with water, either permanently or 
seasonally, such that it takes on characteristics that distinguish it as 
a distinct ecosystem.
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Agricultural/Forestal Districts (AFD), III-6, III-7, III-8, III-13, 
III-15, V-2 

Aquifers, III-44, III-45

Archaeological Sites, III-15, III-67, III-68, III-69, III-70, IV-4

Architectural Resources, III-63, III-64, III-65, III-66, III-68,
III-71, III-72, III-73, VI-4, VI-5, VI-6

Battlefields, ES-6, III-61, III-63, III-64, III-65, III-66, III-68,
III-70, III-76, III-89, IV-4, V-2, VI-1, VI-2, VI-3, VI-4, VI-5, VII-6

Bridge, ES-8, II-17, III-18, III-29, III-41, III-46, III-67, III-74,
III-84, III-85, III-87, III-90, III-91, III-92, III-93

Carbon Monoxide (CO), III-20, III-21

Census, III-2, III-3, III-4, III-5, III-6, III-7, III-8, III-9, III-10,
III-11, III-12, III-14, III-86, III-87

City of Hampton, ES-1, ES-3, ES-4, ES-7, I-1, I-3, I-5, I-6, I-9, 
I-11, II-1, II-3, II-4, II-6, II-9, II-10, II-15, II-16, III-2, III-4, III-10, 
III-11, III-12, III-13, III-14, III-16, III-17, III-18, III-21, III-28,
III-37, III-44, III-47, III-57, III-58, III-59, III-61, III-62, III-77,
III-79, III-86, III-87, III-90, IV-1, IV-2, IV-3, IV-4, IV-5

City of Newport News, ES-3, ES-5, ES-7, ES-8, I-5, I-6, I-9, II-3, 
II-6, II-9, II-17, III-2, III-3, III-4, III-10, III-11, III-12, III-13,
III-16, III-21, III-28, III-37, III-44, III-57, III-58, III-59,  III-62, 
III-75, III-76, III-77, III-86, III-87, III-90, III-91, IV-1, IV-2, IV-3, 
IV-4, IV-5

City of Richmond, ES-1, ES-3, ES-4, ES-7, I-1, I-5, I-6, I-9, I-11, 
II-1, II-3, II-4, II-6, II-9, II-10, II-15, II-16, III-2, III-3, III-4,  III-5, 
III-10, III-11, III-12, III-13, III-17, III-21, III-37, III-44, III-57,
III-58, III-59, III-61, III-62, III-68, III-86, III-87, III-90, III-91,
IV-1, IV-2, IV-3, IV-4, IV-5

City of Williamsburg, ES-5, ES-8, I-9, II-9, II-17, III-10, III-13, 
III-16, III-59, III-61, IV-1, IV-3, IV-5

Commercial Center,  III-13

Commercial Facilities, I-9

Community Facilities, III-1, III-2, III-3, III-6, III-7, III-8, III-9, 
III-13, III-84, III-86, III-87

Drinking Water, III-44, III-45

Emergent Wetlands, III-41

Environmental Justice (EJ), III-1, III-2, III-3, III-6, III-7, III-8, 
III-9, III-13, III-84, III-86, III-87

Farmlands of Statewide Importance, ES-6, III-13, III-14, III-15, 
V-2

Floodplains, ES-6, III-1, III-38, III-39, III-40, III-46, III-47,
III-85, III-88, V-2

Geometric Deficiencies, ES-1, ES-4, II-1, II-3, II-6

Groundwater, III-1, III-38, III-39, III-40, III-41, III-44, III-45,
III-78, III-79, III-85

Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization, ES-3, 
ES-5, ES-7, ES-8, I-5, I-9, II-6, III-1, III-2, III-5, III-9, III-11, 
III-14, III-16, III-17, III-21, III-28, III-41, III-43, III-45, III-46,
III-57, III-59, III-61, III-67, III-78, IV-1, IV-2, IV-4, IV-5, IV-6, 
V-1

Hazardous Materials, III-78

Henrico County, I-5, II-6, II-9, II-10, III-2, III-4, III-10, III-11, 
III-12, III-13, III-14, III-15, III-21, III-59, III-68, III-74, III-86,
III-87, III-90, III-91, IV-1, IV-2

Historic Districts, III-61, III-63, III-64, III-65, III-66, III-68,
III-69, III-71, III-72, III-73, III-89

Historic Properties, ES-6, ES-7, ES-8, III-1, III-61, III-63, III-64, 
III-65, III-66, III-67, III-68, III-70, III-89, IV-4, V-1

Impaired Waters, ES-6, ES-8, III-38, III-39, III-40, III-41, III-42, 
III-43, III-88, V-2

Industrial Park, III-90, III-91

James City County, I-5, I-6, I-9, II-6, II-9, III-4, III-8, III-10,
III-11, III-12, III-13, III-14, III-15, III-16, III-21, III-59, III-91,
IV-1, IV-2, IV-4, IV-5

Land Use, ES-7, ES-8, I-1, I-6, III-1, III-2, III-11, III-13, III-14, 
III-28, III-58, III-83, III-84, III-85, III-86, III-87, III-89, III-90, 
III-92, V-1

Level of Service (LOS), ES-1, ES-3, ES-4, I-3, I-4, I-5, I-6, I-9, 
I-10, II-1, II-3, II-4, II-6, II-10, II-15, III-17



APPENDIX G: INDEX | Page 2

FINAL | December 2013

APPENDIX G: INDEX  

Long Range Plan (LRP), II-10 

Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), ES-3, ES-5, ES-7, 
I-9, II-6, II-17, III-21

Low-Income Populations, ES-6, III-3, III-4, III-5, III-87, V-2

Minority Populations, III-4, III-5, III-87,  V-2

Mitigation, ES-7, ES-8, II-16, III-1, III-3, III-5, III-9, III-11,
III-14, III-16, III-19, III-28, III-29, III-37, III-41, III-44, III-45,
III-46, III-57, III-60, III-62, III-68, III-83, III-84, III-85, III-88, V-1

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT), III-20, III-21, III-22, III-26, 
III-27

National Ambient Air Quality Standards, ES-6, III-20, III-22, 
V-2

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), ES-6, III-20, III-22, 
V-2

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System,  III-93
Natural Heritage Resource (NHR), III-47, III-58

Neighborhoods, III-1, III-2, III-3, III-5, III-13, III-14, III-61,
III-84, III-86, III-87

Nitrogen oxides (NO), III-92

Ozone (O3), III-20, III-21

Parks and Recreation Areas, III-15, III-16, III-61, III-92

Particulate Matter, III-20

Passenger Rail Service, ES-3, ES-7, I-9, II-3, II-4

Petroleum Release, III-78

Phased Approach, ES-3, ES-7, I-9, II-3, II-4

Preferred Alternative, ES-1, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-6, ES-8, II-4, 
II-10, II-15, II-16, II-17, III-1, III-2, III-3, III-5, III-9, III-11, III-14, 
III-15, III-16, III-17, III-18, III-21, III-22, III-26, III-27, III-28,
III-29, III-30, III-31, III-32, III-33, III-41, III-42, III-43, III-44,
III-45, III-46, III-47, III-57, III-59, III-60, III-61, III-62, III-67, 
III-68, III-69, III-74, III-75, III-76, III-77, III-78, IV-4, IV-5, IV-6, 
V-1, V-2

Prime Farmlands, ES-6, III-6, III-7, III-8, III-13, III-14, III-15, 
V-2

Programmatic Agreement, ES-8, III-63, III-67, III-68, III-70, 
IV-4
Rail/Railroad, ES-1, ES-3, ES-5, ES-7, I-1, I-5, I-9, II-1, II-3, II-4, 
II-6, II-17, III-10, III-11, III-29, III-84, III-90, III-91, IV-1, IV-2

Record of Decision (ROD), ES-5, ES-7, II-4, II-17, III-70, III-85, 
III-86. III-89, III-90, IV-4, IV-6, V-1

Resolution, ES-5, ES-8, II-17, IV-5

Richmond Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(RAMPO),  ES-3, II-6, III-1, III-21, IV-1, IV-4, V-1

Reservoir, ES-6, II-6, III-13, III-16, III-43, III-44, III-45, III-46, 
III-61, III-67, III-85, V-2

River Basin, III-37, III-42, III-59, III-87

Safety, ES-1, ES-3, ES-7, I-1, I-3, I-6, I-9, I-11, II-1, II-3, II-4,
II-16, III-20, III-29, III-84, III-93, III-95, III-96

Schools, ES-6, III-2, III-6, III-7, III-8, III-10, III-13, III-29, III-30, 
III-31, III-32, III-84, III-86, III-89, III-92, IV-3, V-2

Structure, ES-1, ES-5, I-1, I-6, I-9, I-11, II-3, II-17, III-3, III-11, 
III-13, III-29, III-58, III-77, III-95, III-96

Surface Water, ES-8, III-6, III-7, III-8, III-23, III-24, III-25,
III-34, III-35, III-36, III-37, III-38, III-39, III-40, III-41, III-42,
III-43, III-44, III-45, III-46, III-48, III-49, III-50, III-51, III-52,
III-53, III-54, III-55, III-56, III-64, III-65, III-66, III-71, III-72,
III-73, III-80, III-81, III-82, III-85, III-88, III-93

Threatened and Endangered Species (T&E),  ES-6, ES-8, III-1, 
III-47, III-48, III-49, III-50, III-51, III-52, III-53, III-54, III-55,
III-56, III-57, III-58, III-85, III-89, V-2
Tidal, ES-6, ES-8, III-13, III-37, III-41, III-42, III-46, III-59,
III-61, III-87, III-88, III-93, V-2

Tidewater Super-Regional Travel Model, ES-3, I-9, I-II, II-6

Tolling, ES-3, ES-4, ES-8, II-4, II-10, II-15, II-16, III-21, III-22, 
IV-4, V-2

Topography, III-29, III-61

Tourism, III-75

Trout Waters, III-58
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Water Quality, III-1, III-41, III-42, III-43, III-44, III-45, III-60, 
III-83, III-84, III-85, III-87, III-88, III-93, III-94

Waters of the United States (WUS), ES-8, III-1, III-37, III-41, 
III-42, III-84, III-85, III-87, III-88, III-93

Wetlands, ES-6, ES-8, III-1, III-37, III-38, III-39, III-40, III-41, 
III-42, III-58, III-59, III-61, III-84, III-85, III-87, III-88, III-93, 
IV-4, V-2

Wild and Scenic River, III-58

Wildlife and Habitat, III-1, III-57, III-58, III-60, III-94, V-1

York County, II-6, II-9, III-4, III-10, III-11, III-12, III-13, III-14, 
III-15, III-16, III-21, III-47, III-59, III-90, IV-1, IV-2, IV-4,  IV-5
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1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.1

Please give the rationale as to why a Level of Service (LOS) of "C" was set as the goal along the entire mainline corridor, as it is our 
understanding that an LOS of "D" may be acceptable in urban settings, and therefore, might be appropriate at both ends of the 
project corridor. Assuming an LOS of "D" would be appropriate in these areas, what would be the reduction in impacts to waters of 
the United States, including wetlands? We note that some of the Interchanges and intersections are already being designed to an 
LOS "D" or less under all Build Alternatives. 

A description of why Level of Service (LOS) C was set as the goal along the entire corridor is included in Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).  This description states that “A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, published by the American Association of State Highway 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), is referenced in the Code of Federal Regulations and is used to provide the level of service standard for highways on the National 
Highway System (NHS), which includes Interstate 64 (I-64). The LOS standard for mainline operations along freeway facilities is LOS B in rural areas and LOS C in urban 
areas. Based on Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines, I-64 is considered both a rural and an urban freeway in different sections of the corridor. To be 
consistent, a goal of LOS C or better was established for the mainline sections of I-64. The same goal would be applied to the ramps and weave areas (the crossing of two or 
more traffic streams traveling in the same direction along a substantial length of highway) on I-64.  Applying LOS D to the urban areas would not meet the project's identified 
Purpose and Need.  General avoidance and minimization efforts are included in both Chapter III – Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section E of this 
Final EIS and the Natural Resources Technical Memorandum. The determination of location and extent of bridging cannot be determined at this time.  However, it can be 
assumed that widening existing bridges would reduce the impacts to surface waters. Additional details on the avoidance and minimization efforts would be outlined in the 
design and permitting stages of an operationally independent section of the project corridor. All avoidance and minimization efforts and determination of the impacts to 
jurisdictional surface waters would be determined once the project proceeds to the design and permitting phase of the project corridor as described in Appendix L - Phased 
Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS.  A table summarizing the potential impacts to surface water applying a LOS D to the entire corridor is 
included in Appendix I - Coordination in Response to Comments on the Draft EIS.

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.2

We recognize that alternatives such as railway improvements or Transportation Systems Management/Travel Demand 
Management (TSM/TDM) could not meet the project purpose and need as stand-alone alternatives. However, in combination, they 
might potentially allow a reduction in environmental impacts for any of the alternatives discussed in the DEIS, while sufficiently 
addressing the purpose and need. We recommend you consider these in various combinations along with your current alternatives. 

As detailed in the description of the Transportation Systems Management (TSM)/ Travel Demand Management (TDM) Alternative found in Chapter II - Alternatives 
Considered of this Final EIS, TSM/TDM and the Passenger/Freight Rail Alternatives were examined both independently and in conjunction with each other.   As described 
in this section the TSM/TDM opportunities for the I-64 corridor involve a number of elements, including encouraging transit as an alternative to driving by enhancing existing 
transit options, particularly in the urban areas. However, as stated in this section, it was determined that the TSM/TDM strategies would not provide any substantial 
improvement to the capacity nor remove enough vehicle trips required to obtain an acceptable LOS needed to meet the purpose and needs identified for the I-64 corridor, 
specifically the existing or design year 2040 capacity needs for traffic on I-64. Therefore, the TSM/TDM strategies alone would not meet the purpose and need of the EIS and 
were not carried forward for further study as an individual, stand alone alternative. However, this does not preclude the use of TSM/TDM improvements as part of the 
implementation of an operationally independent section under the Preferred Alternative. 
In reviewing the Passenger/Rail Alternatives it was also determined that the passenger and freight rail improvements that have been identified are not expected to remove 
enough general purpose vehicle trips from I-64 to obtain acceptable LOS needed to meet either the existing or design year 2040 capacity needs for traffic on I-64.  Further 
information on the reduction of vehicles on I-64 caused by new or improved rail lines and/or facilities within the I-64 corridor would also not address the roadway deficiencies 
and safety needs identified for the study.  See Response 1.3 below for information on the anticipated reduction of vehicles on I-64 caused by new or improved rail lines and/or 
facilities.  Overall, it was determined that rail improvements would not meet the purpose and need of the study and were not carried forward for further study. Since neither rail 
nor TSM/TDM would adequately meet the purpose and need, combing these Alternatives with other Alternatives would not result in a meaningful difference in meeting the 
purpose and need.  However, as described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered of this Final EIS, although passenger/freight rail improvements and TSM/TDM strategies 
would not meet the purpose and need as individual, stand alone alternatives they can be pursued independently or as part of the Preferred Alternative to provide for 
additional options for improving transportation conditions within the I-64 study area.  

Summary of Federal, State, and Local Government and Representative Public Comments

Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.3

Comment Response

The information in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Page II-3 (Passenger/Freight Rail section) of this Final EIS describes the Richmond/Hampton Roads Passenger 
Rail Tier I Final EIS prepared by Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (VDRPT).  As described in this section, in specifically examining the potential effects on 
traffic on I-64, the Tier I Final EIS states that a reduction of vehicles caused by diversion to rail would amount to approximately 0.7% to 2.3% reduction in traffic (1,000 
vehicles per day) on I-64 when using 2025 traffic volumes. This fraction is small enough that the decrease in traffic would not be measurable, given the normal daily and 
seasonal fluctuations in traffic volume. If a travel time savings did occur on the I-64 or I-95 routes, the savings would likely be immediately offset by the induced demand of 
additional vehicles that would divert to the affected routes.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIS, further coordination was held with the VDRPT in examining ways to 
project the 2025 passenger ridership information contained in the Richmond/Hampton Roads Passenger Rail Tier I Final EIS to design year 2040.  Since the VDRPT Final 
EIS did not include data for the 2040 design year, the Study Team worked with VDRPT to extrapolate data in order to examine possible passenger rail uses in the year 2040.  
As part of the I-64 Draft EIS traffic studies, the Study Team developed growth rates that were used to project traffic from 2034 (the horizon year in the Tidewater Super-
Regional Travel Model) to 2040.  The growth rates (compounded per year) that were used in the traffic analysis were 0.7% per year in the Richmond Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) area, 1.5% in the rural section, and 1.1% per year in the Hampton Roads Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) area. In taking the 
highest of those three growth rates, 1.5% per year, and applying it to the 1,000 vehicles per day expected to be diverted off of I-64 in 2025 with buildout of the 
Richmond/Hampton Roads passenger rail project, the result would be approximately 1,250 vehicles per day diverted off of I-64 in the year 2040.  This represents roughly 125 
vehicles per hour during the peak hour. Under 2040 conditions, the AADT on I-64 is projected to range from a low of 70,400 AADT (between Exits 197-200 in Henrico County) 
to a high of 212,100 (between Exits 262-263 in the City of Hampton).  Thus the expected diversion of vehicles off of I-64 represents 0.6%-1.7% of the total volume of 
projected traffic on I-64.  Therefore it was determined that the passenger and freight rail improvements are not expected to remove enough general purpose vehicle trips from 
I-64 to obtain acceptable levels of service needed to meet either the existing or design year 2040 capacity needs. New or improved rail lines and/or facilities within the I-64 
corridor would also not address the roadway deficiencies and safety needs identified for the study. Overall, it was determined that rail improvements would not meet the 
purpose and need of the study and were not carried forward for further study.  It was also determined that although the projected rail improvements would remove 0.6%-1.7% 
of the total volume of projected traffic on I-64, this reduction in traffic would not affect the overall traffic volume enough to reduce the number of needed lanes described for 
any of the build alternatives.   Therefore there would be no reduction of the impact footprint of any of the build alternatives based on the projected rail improvements known as 
of the date of this study.  

How much passenger and freight traffic is estimated to be removed from I -64, both by CSX and Norfolk Southern rail, by the 
design year of 2040 (expressed in terms of percentage and numbers), and how might this affect traffic? How might consideration of 
future rail, in combination with the above-mentioned options, help reduce the project's footprint and impacts?
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Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.4

The toll diversion study in Appendix H of the Traffic Study shows that if Alternatives 2A/2B (the tolled alternatives) are selected, the 
impact on ancillary roadways could be an increase of 0-33% in traffic, which is a potentially substantial effect. However, the study 
does not address specifically the potential effects on those roads and communities, the duration of these effects, or the ancillary 
roads' pre- and post-LOS. If these alternatives are chose, further study is needed to address these potential impacts. 

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 
that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.5 Alternatives 1B/2B may more effectively minimize fragmentation of aquatic resources and wildlife and riparian corridors, than the 

other alternatives. Comment noted.

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.6 Once an alternative is selected, it may still be appropriate and practicable to widen to one side or to the other of the existing corridor 

in specific locations, to avoid any particularly valuable aquatic or other important resources.

As described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) allows for the option to widen to the outside of the 
existing road corridor or within the median to be determined on a section-by-section basis. The future development of these operationally independent sections would be 
closely coordinated with the Richmond Area MPO, Hampton Roads TPO, and other state and federal resource and regulatory agencies.  An operationally independent section 
can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.  

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.7 We agree that traffic systems management and/or traffic demand management (TSM/TDM) improvements may also be pursued 

independently or as part of one of the Build Alternatives. Comment noted.  

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.8 Prior to the submittal of a permit application, a full jurisdictional determination to identify all waters of the United States, including 

wetlands, will be required, utilizing the current methodology at that time. Comment noted.

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.9

We request that you include the following additional information in the FEIS to help us identify the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA):
-acreage and linear footage of these resources that are likely to be bridged, based in part on the resources that are currently 
bridged along the existing I-64 facility, and also on known hydraulic requirements.
- since jurisdictional manmade ditches are typically not as valuable as natural streams and may not require as much or any 
compensation, we recommend that you differentiate the potential impacts to each of these within the project corridor, and present it 
comparatively for each alternative.

As described in Chapter II - Comparison of Alternatives and in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS the Preferred 
Alternative would be funded and built in phases. General avoidance and minimization efforts are included in both Chapter III – Environmental Resources, Impacts, and 
Mitigation, Section E of this Final EIS and the Natural Resources Technical Memorandum. The determination of location and extent of bridging cannot be determined at 
this time.  However, it can be assumed that widening existing bridges would reduce the impacts to surface waters.  All avoidance and minimization efforts and determination 
of the impacts to jurisdictional surface waters would be determined once the operationally independent sections proceed to the design and permitting phase.  

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.10

The DEIS describes ways in which stormwater impacts might be minimized during construction, but does not adequately address 
the project's potential long-term impacts on aquatic resources. While we recognize that this project may not be designed for some 
time, we recommend that you address in the FEIS the long-term treatment of storm water post-construction, including design storm 
year, and a preliminary estimate of the number, locations, and types of stormwater facilities. All facilities should be located outside 
of jurisdictional waters. In addition, we recommend that you incorporate the use of low impact development (LID) facilities, such as 
constructed wetlands or other designs, which may be more effective at removing sediment and other pollutants than traditional 
stormwater management facilities, while also potentially reducing direct impacts to aquatic resources.

The Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) is committed to implementing applicable stormwater management and pollution control measures as part of the project.  
VDOT’s practice is generally to maintain both water quality and quantity post-development equal to or better than pre-development, as described at the time of this study in 
Minimum Requirements for the Engineering, Plan Preparation and Implementation of Post Development Stormwater Management Plans (Instructional and Informational 
Memorandum Number: IIM-LD-195.7, VDOT – Location and Design Division). One of the mitigation measures used to achieve this goal is the implementation of a monitoring 
program to measure pollutant concentrations at several outfall locations before, during, and after construction.  If pollutant levels exceed established thresholds, actions would 
be taken to mitigate impacts and the affected public would be notified as required. Additional details on the post-construction stormwater management plan would be 
developed during the design stage of the project.  Nevertheless, the plan would be developed in accordance with the most up-to-date federal and state regulations.   If newer 
technologies or state of the art practices that are less intrusive on the environment but just as effective can be implemented in the project, then they would be considered 
further. 

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.11

The DEIS notes that seven drinking water reservoirs have been identified within the project study area. In addition to providing the 
information above, please explore further the potential impacts of the project on these facilities' operations and water quality, and 
include this information in the FEIS. As part of this effort, please coordinate with the appropriate officials for each facility, providing 
them information on the potential impacts both during and post-construction. Their recommendations to minimize impacts on these 
resources and the operation of the facilities should be included in the FEIS, as well as incorporated into the preliminary and final 
designs of the project.

As described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigiation of this Final EIS, the required and appropriate erosion and sediment control practices 
would be followed to avoid and minimize water quality impacts to any surface water, including the reservoirs. As part of project coordination, FHWA and VDOT solicited 
comments from the Lee Hall Reservoir / Newport News Reservoir staff.   While other reservoirs are located in the vicinity of the project corridor, the Lee Hall Reservoir / 
Newport News Reservoir is the only reservoir located within the project study limits.  Comments from representatives with the Lee Hall Reservoir / Newport News Reservoir 
are included in Appendix I - Coordination in Response to Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  As described in this letter, design and construction of 
improvements to this section of I-64 would need to address stormwater management, erosion and sediment control, and fuel storage and handling for construction 
equipment. Reservoir staff also offered data on the topography of the reservoir and recommended that the design take advantage of median area to minimize impacts to the 
shoreline and near-shore habitat areas.

As described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigiation and in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this 
Final EIS during the final engineering design and permitting phase, investigations would be completed that examine designs to minimize impacts to the reservoir and address 
other concerns raised by the reservoir staff.  As part of the permitting process, any unavoidable impact to the reservoir would be included in calculated impacts for Waters of 
the United States.  Also during this phase, coordination meetings would be held with the appropriate resource and regulatory agencies along with Newport News reservoir 
staff to discuss impacts and mitigation measures for this area.  

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.12

Anticipated water quality impacts and new TMDL requirements will need to be thoroughly addressed, as they will be considerations 
in obtaining a Section 401 permit from the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ). A Section 401 permit must be 
obtained before we can issue any Section 404 permit.

Comment noted.
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Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.13

We designated the FHWA as lead Federal agency to act on our behalf with regard to Section 106 of the Natural Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). In accordance with 50 CFR 600.920(b), the Corps 
hereby designates FHWA to conduct Essential Fish Habitat coordination pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act (MSA) on our behalf as well. 

Comment noted.

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.14

Bridging is preferred for stream and wetland crossings, particularly where there are high-quality streams, large expansive wetland 
areas, organic soil bottomland wetlands, tidal waters and wetlands, threatened or endangered species habitat, or otherwise unique 
and valuable resource areas. Should new or replacement box or pipe culverts be installed, they must be countersunk below 
streambeds to allow for passage of aquatic species in accordance with the current requirements. In addition, if streams must be 
relocated, it is recommended that you incorporate natural channel design principles into the design.

Comment noted.

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.15 Given the potentially significant amount of compensation that may be required, we recommend that you begin to locate and identify 

potential compensation options for wetlands and streams within the watersheds to be impacted. 
Comment noted.  As described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigiation and in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA 
Process of this Final EIS compensation would be finalized during the permitting process of an operationally independent section.  

1 Federal United States Army 
Corps of Engineers 1.16

The DEIS contains considerable qualitative detail in the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Memorandum, regarding past, present, and 
future road projects as well as development types and densities for each of the localities through which the corridor passes. For 
purposes of our review under Section 404, the development and road projects described in the Memorandum must be translated 
into impacts of aquatic resources. This may be done using your existing data, aerial photographs, USGS quadrangle sheets, 
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, other GIS mapping, data from localities, our records, and other sources. The original 
aquatic resource impacts of the existing I-64 facility itself should also be estimated in this manner, as well as its secondary impacts, 
such the effects of any undersized culverts, stream channelization, or fragmentation of stream and wetland corridors. In addition, in 
order to address the impacts of reasonably foreseeable development that may result from the project, please consider and estimate 
the indirect effects and potential development as a result of the project, within a one-mile radius around each interchange, including 
the extent of aquatic resources present.

Land use within the I-64 study area is described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section D of this Final EIS.  Described in this section 
are existing conditions and information from future planning efforts being undertaken by the three cities and four counties which I-64 passes through. Historically, the majority 
of the section of I-64 from the City of Richmond to the City of Hampton was constructed in the 1960s.  At that time land use throughout this corridor was predominately 
forested and agricultural.  As I-64 and other roadways were completed, urban areas along the corridor,,including the Cities of Richmond, Williamsburg, Newport News and 
Hampton grew and expanded. Continued development also included the construction of numerous residential and commercial facilities being built in the areas between the 
larger urban cities. Within the I-64 corridor, much of this development occurred in and around the interchange areas where travelers can access the interstate system.  The 
development of property in Virginia is affected by naturally occurring conditions, such as but not limited to: topography, geology and presence of water resources along with 
man-made elements such as access, utility and service needs including water, sewer and power.  Decisions as to the future development are governed by local governments 
through planning and land use controls and by the state and federal permitting process.  The potential for future development is ever changing and therefore, the potential 
impacts to land use were calculated based on documented existing and future land uses taken from the most recent local planning efforts.  In addition to this analysis, indirect 
and cumulative impacts are further described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section I. Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Assessment and in further detail in the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Memorandum.

2 Federal

United States 
Department of the 
Interior (Office of 

Policy & Compliance)

2.1 The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has no comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interstate 
64 Peninsula Study, from Interstate 95 in the City of Richmond to Interstate 664 in the City of Hampton, Virginia. Comment noted.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.1 The document is focused heavily on mitigation and little to no discussion on avoidance and minimization.

As described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered, Section A of this Final EIS,  the goals in developing Alternatives were to identify solutions that would meet the 
purpose and need while avoiding and minimizing impacts to the human and natural environments.  At this stage in the study process conceptual designs were completed for 
each of the Alternatives.  As the project progresses, more detailed design would be completed with the same project goals of developing solutions that would meet the needs 
and criteria while avoiding and minimizing impacts to the human and natural environments.  As described for the 25 interchange areas, conceptual designs were investigated 
that would accommodate the future traffic, and assumptions were made and applied to each interchange to establish a study footprint that would allow for enough flexibility 
during the final design stage to accommodate other concepts not yet examined. Further engineering and traffic analyses would be performed at each interchange as the 
project progresses. During the Interchange Modification Report process, which is required by FHWA before any changes can be made to interstate interchanges, each of 
these interchange configurations would serve as a starting point to be further studied and refined with a more in-depth examination of the needs at each location, in order to 
produce a constructible design.  Additional descriptions of avoidance and minimization efforts that would occur as the project moves forward can be found in Appendix L - 
Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.2

As the project moves toward a design phase, effort will be needed to identify functions and values of resources in the study area. It 
is anticipated that effort will be made to bridge as great a portion of the aquatic resources as possible during the design phase of 
the project. 

Comment noted.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.3 Environmental Justice (EJ) methodology for indentifying communities of concern should be reviewed; other suggestions for EJ 

analysis are attached. Detailed comments on the DEIS are enclosed with this letter. 
The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III – Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 
of this Final EIS. Potential Impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed, as necessary, during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.4

While the traffic is reported to slow at various interchanges, the current status of congestion and the statements that the congestion 
will continue to increase due to additional traffic in the future does not necessarily justify the entire project as presented in the DEIS 
P&N as shown in Figure 3A &3B. For example, the respective 2009 and 2010 reported average speed through the interchange of l-
95/I-64 was 5 and 7 miles per hour slower than free flowing speed (of 55 mph) at peak travel times. This suggests the need for the 
expansion should be limited to the urban areas or simply stretches of roadway that is in need of improvement. It might be useful to 
identify and prioritize areas where improvements are imperative, and identify any area where less effort may be needed, to 
determine if impacts are reduced by tailoring improvements.

The goal of the study was to not only investigate known areas of concern but to comprehensively examine the entire 75-mile long I-64 corridor from the City of Richmond to 
the City of Hampton.   As presented in Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS, there is a range of traffic volumes that occur throughout the 75 miles with the highest 
volumes being on the urban sections at the far eastern and western ends of the project area.  In addition to these sections, it was determined that two-thirds of the I-64 
mainline (including 48 miles eastbound and 49 miles westbound) operates at a deficient LOS during 2011 Base Conditions.  These conditions worsen in the design year 2040 
with 67 miles eastbound and 58 miles westbound having a deficient LOS.  However, although both the Draft EIS and Final EIS studied the entire corridor, the Preferred 
Alternative would be implemented via operationally independent sections as funding is identified.  An operationally independent section can be built and function as a viable 
transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.  Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent 
sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 
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Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.5

The Constrained Long Range Plans listed in the traffic model used to determine traffic demand for 2040 does not include the 
Hampton Roads Bridge-Tunnel nor Patriots Crossing (also known as the Third Crossing). As these projects tie into the DEIS and 
are currently in the NEPA and permitting process, the projects should be included in the overall traffic model analysis. These 
projects do not have independent utility and cannot be analyzed separate from one another. Of note, the proposed US Route 460 
toll road is currently in the NEPA process and is factored into the traffic model.

As described in Chapter I - Purpose and Need, Section 2A of this Final EIS, future traffic volumes were projected to the design year 2040 using the Tidewater Super-
Regional Travel Model, a VDOT travel demand model that incorporates the models and the future population and employment forecasts estimated by the Richmond Area, Tri-
Cities, and Hampton Roads MPOs. The Tidewater Super-Regional Travel Model also encompasses the inter-regional areas (generally New Kent and James City Counties) 
between the City of Richmond and Hampton Roads metropolitan areas. The model includes all other projects within the corridor that are in the City of Richmond or Hampton 
Roads MPO/TPO’s constrained long range plans, as well as the Rural Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for the Richmond Regional and Hampton Roads Planning 
Disctrict Commissions (PDC). Those projects form a part of the Base Conditions and the effects of these projects on I-64 traffic are accounted for in all 2040 No-Build 
analyses.  Currently both the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel and the Patriots Crossing Projects are not on the current Constrained Long Range Plans and therefore they 
were not included in the future year model runs. However, as mentioned in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section C of this Final EIS, due to the direct proximity of 
the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel Project, the analysis for the I-64/I-664 Interchange (Exit 264) has been coordinated with and uses the same information as the Hampton 
Roads Bridge-Tunnel EIS. Further engineering and traffic analyses would be performed when an operationally independent section is advanced that includes the 
interchange.  Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for 
Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. In examining both the I-64 Project, the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel Project, and the Patriot's Crossing Project, FHWA 
and VDOT determined that each has independent utility and therefore they are all being studied separately.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.6

As presented in both the P&N chapter and Traffic and Transportation, it is unclear whether or not the new roadway plan will 
specifically address all deficiencies, or if the deficiencies can be corrected to current design specifications. The P&N states that 
there are 12 structures that cross over I -64 that do not meet current vertical clearances. Are these to be corrected as part of the 
expansion?

The study cost estimates assume that the identified roadway geometric deficiencies would be corrected including the necessary reconstruction of deficient structures.   This is 
stated in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered, Section C of this Final EIS in describing that all of the Alternatives retained for detailed study were specifically designed to 
meet the purpose and need.  It is also described in the construction cost assumptions shown in the Alternatives Development Technical Memorandum, Section D. Cost 
Estimates, stating that it is assumed that all of the I-64 mainline and overhead bridges would be replaced.  However, engineering design to address these structures would 
be further analyzed and refined during the final design phase for each operationally independent section and the necessary improvements to each would be identified and 
programmed as funding is identified.   Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased 
Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS.  An operationally independent section can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the 
rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.  In addition, as a result of further engineering design efforts it may be determined that full replacement or rebuild of 
certain structures may not be necessary depending on the improvements to the roadway sections that are happening in each area.  The determination as to the type and 
extent of work needed for each structure to meet design criteria would be done as each structure is further analyzed.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.7

What is the projected reduction in traffic for tolling alternatives as a result of use of alternative routes (avoidance of the roadway)? 
What is the expected impact to the alternative parallel roadways to I-64 if tolling is put into effect? It's stated that US Route 60 could 
have an increase of 0-33% if l-64 is tolled. The DEIS does not provide adequate analysis of this or the impact of potential more 
efficient roadways and intersections will have once the increased traffic exits I-64 and travels on the ancillary roadways.

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 
that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.8

What is the justification of Level of Service (LOS) "C" the required minimum for all sections of the of the I-64 corridor as modeled for 
2040 traffic? Is this LOS too restrictive to fully evaluate all practicable alternatives if this project moves forward to the permitting 
phase? A LOS of "C" may not be the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) that the Corps is required to 
reach in light of the overall purpose and need during the permitting process. What would the overall impacts to WOUS if the design 
was at LOS "D"?

A description of why LOS C was set as the goal along the entire corridor is included in Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS.  This description states that “A Policy 
on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, published by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Official (AASHTO), is referenced in the Code of 
Federal Regulations and is used to provide the level of service standard for highways on the NHS, which includes I-64. The LOS standard for mainline operations along 
freeway facilities is LOS B in rural areas and LOS C in urban areas. Based on FHWA guidelines, I-64 is considered both a rural and an urban freeway in different sections of 
the corridor. To be consistent, a goal of LOS C or better was established for the mainline sections of I-64. The same goal would be applied to the ramps and weave areas (the 
crossing of two or more traffic streams traveling in the same direction along a substantial length of highway) on I-64.” Preliminary analysis suggests that designing to LOS D 
would have limited reductions in the amount of wetland impacts.  A table summarizing the potential impacts to surface water applying a LOS D to the entire corridor is 
included in Appendix I - Coordination in Response to Comments on the Draft EIS.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.9

EPA suggests the proponents further examine the Transportation Systems Management/Travel Demand Management (TSM/TDM) 
as a viable alternative.   As stated in the document the TSM/TDM was not evaluated with 'major' improvements to the infrastructure.  
EPA suggests the TSM/TDM be reevaluated with major improvements to the infrastructure thereby addressing the geometric 
deficiencies impacting capacity and safety issues at interchanges.  Without a fully vetted alternatives analysis such as this example 
which would presumably impact much less right of ways and WOUS, it will be difficult to identify the LEDPA.

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section B of this Final EIS, the TSM/TDM would involve only minor work to the existing I-64 corridor. TSM strategies 
improve traffic flow, improve signalization, convert existing general purpose lanes to managed lanes, improve intersections and implement traveler information programs. 
TDM encourages new driving habits through staggered commuting hours, telecommuting, car and vanpooling, ridesharing and the creation of park and ride facilities.  A list of 
possible TSM/TDM opportunities is also included in this section.  While some TSM/TDM strategies have the potential to result in slight reductions in peak hour traffic volumes 
or slight shifts in traffic away from peak hours and towards off-peak hours, they could not reasonably be expected to impact mainline traffic volumes on I-64 to the extent 
needed to preclude the need for mainline capacity improvements. In evaluating the 25 interchanges, TSM/TDM strategies could provide some improvements to existing 
geometric deficiencies such as capacity at the ramps, weaves and intersections and thus address some of the safety issues that arise from those deficiencies.  However, 
TSM/TDM would not include any major work needed for interchange configurations such as reconstructing ramps and structures and therefore these deficiencies that 
contribute to the safety issues would continue. Overall, the TSM/TDM strategies would not provide any substantial improvement to the capacity nor remove enough vehicle 
trips required to obtain an acceptable level of service needed to meet either the existing or design year 2040 capacity needs for traffic on I-64. Therefore, the TSM/TDM 
strategies alone would not meet the purpose and need of the EIS and were not carried forward for further study as an individual, stand alone Alternative.  TSM/TDM 
improvements can, however, be pursued independently or as part of the operationally independent sections, to provide for additional options for improving the transportation 
conditions within the I-64 study area.  

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.10

EPA suggests study include within the alternatives analysis the phasing of the proposed alternatives. This phasing concept would 
be applied as presumably the roadway would not be expanded for all 75 miles at the same time of construction. It would be 
appropriate for the document to foresee how the project will proceed and if further NEPA documentation is expected to provide 
more detail on areas of concern.

As described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) allows for the option to widen to the outside of the 
existing road corridor or within the median to be determined on a section-by-section basis. The future development of these operationally independent sections would be 
closely coordinated with the Richmond Area MPO, Hampton Roads TPO, and other state and federal resource and regulatory agencies.  An operationally independent section 
can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.  Additional information on the process for 
implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 
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No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 
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3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.11

EPA suggest the alternatives also include analyzing the segmenting of the proposed expansion to into three sections (metro 
Richmond, rural, and metro Hampton) to determine if the sections could meet independent utility. Similarly EPA suggests the study 
include the analysis of focusing on roadway improvements to intersections for 'major' improvements that would reduce the highest 
congestion as modeled for 2040 traffic? This could allow for the most congested intersections to be systematically addressed while 
meeting the purpose and need on a smaller scale as opposed to the entire 75 mile roadway at once.

As described in Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS, the goal of the study was to comprehensively examine the entire 75-mile long corridor from the City of 
Richmond to the City of Hampton.   However, although the EIS studied the entire corridor, the Preferred Alternative would be implemented via operationally independent 
sections as funding is identified.  An operationally independent section can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this 
Final EIS is never built.  Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for 
Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.13

Alternative 1A & 1B (general lanes added) and 2A & 2B (tolling lanes added) are identical at this stage in terms of design and 
potential impacts. What would the potential impacts be once the tolling booths were incorporated into the design and layout of 
interchanges if in fact the proposed project were to be a tolled roadway?

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 
that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.14

It would be assumed the mitigation required would be met through the use of banks. If banks are used, EPA suggests the mitigation 
sites used by the banks be within same HUC 12 or higher and located on the peninsula that I-64 is located. This will eliminate the 
chance for credits to be purchased for the use of off-setting the impacts to the expansion outside of the impacted area while still 
being located within a larger watershed. The vast amount of impacts to WOUS and developmental may lead to a situation where it 
may become difficult to eventually mitigate for the impacts. 

Comment noted. 

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.15

It is understood that the roadway is in the watershed and/or crosses reservoirs used for public water supply. When more detailed 
information is developed, it will be necessary to look at alternatives to minimize risk of impacting water supply. Designs should be 
considered to minimize uncontrolled runoff in the watershed, minimize risk of a release of contaminants from the highway, etc. 

Comment noted. Comments from representatives with the Lee Hall Reservoir / Newport News Reservoir are included in Appendix I - Coordination in Response to 
Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  Recommendations from the facility would be included in the future design.  While other reservoirs are located in the vicinity of 
the project corridor, the Lee Hall Reservoir / Newport News Reservoir is the only reservoir located within the project study limits.  All required and appropriate erosion and 
sediment control practices would be followed to avoid and minimize water quality impacts to any of the reservoirs. 

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.16

The document should further evaluate the potential impacts to already impaired watersheds as listed in Table 16 within the 
technical memorandum on a watershed by watershed analysis. The current information provided appears to be dismissive of the 
need to further evaluate the scale and scope of the expansion will have on water quality. This is especially important that the study 
evaluate the potential of the sub watersheds as well as the Chesapeake Bay as a whole including the newly issued TMDL. 

The Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for the Chesapeake Bay, Brick Kiln Creek, Chickahominy River (and Chickahominy River and tributaries), Deep Creek, Gillies Creek, 
James River (Lower, Upper, Warwick River, and Tidal), King Creek, Mobjack Bay, Newmarket Creek and Southwest Branch of the Back River), Northwest Branch of the Back 
River, Queen Creek, Skiffes Creek, Skimino Creek, Southwest Branch (Upper) of the Back River, Ware Creek, and the York River (Lower and Middle) are not a part of the 
current VSMP Construction General Permit (GP) that expires 7/1/14. Project construction occurring after this date would need to be re-permitted under the new Construction 
GP, which would include the noted TMDLs if they have received approval by that time.  The only additional requirement in the new Construction GP for TMDL sites is 
increased frequency of site inspections (typically 7 days in lieu of 14 days). If the project’s stormwater management plan would be designed under current VSMP water quality 
criteria (part IIC for grandfathered projects), which assumes a 16% average land cover condition, it would be considered meeting the Chesapeake Bay TMDL requirements. 
Stormwater management plans drafted after the expiration for the current GP would incorporate water quality criteria that would meet the Chesapeake Bay TMDL 
requirements. The drainage system on this project (once completed) would become a part of VDOT’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4), but there is no specific 
MS4 Permit coverage required for this project (only coverage under the Construction GP).  A new MS4 Permit went into effect July 1, 2013; however, any requirements for 
erosion and sediment control, post construction stormwater management, and TMDLs in that permit would be satisfied by meeting the Construction GP requirements. Actions 
generally required for a MS4 include the following: Address TMDLs/Wasteload Allocations (WLA); 6 Minimum Control Measures (MCMs); 1. Public education & outreach; 2. 
Public involvement/participation; 3. Illicit discharge detection & elimination; 4. Construction site runoff controls; 5. Post-construction site runoff controls; 6. Pollution 
prevention/good housekeeping; Annual Progress Reports to the Department of Conservation and Recreation. TMDLs/WLAs actions required  include the following: Conduct 
assessment of all properties (right of way and facilities) for sources of Pollutants of Concern (POC); Monitor outfalls if have POC source in their drainage area; Implement 
BMPs to reduce POC discharge – typically by 20-100% within urbanized area; Annual reporting of stormwater discharge and pollutant load from VDOT properties.

Federal3

The information in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Page II-3 (Passenger/Freight Rail section) of this Final EIS describes the Richmond/Hampton Roads Passenger 
Rail Tier I Final EIS prepared by VDRPT.  As described in this section, in specifically examining the potential effects on traffic on I-64, the VDRPT Tier I Final EIS states that a 
reduction of vehicles caused by diversion to rail would amount to approximately 0.7% to 2.3% reduction in traffic (1,000 vehicles per day) on I-64 when using 2025 traffic 
volumes. This fraction is small enough that the decrease in traffic would not be measurable, given the normal daily and seasonal fluctuations in traffic volume. If a travel time 
savings did occur on the I-64 or I-95 routes, the savings would likely be immediately offset by the induced demand of additional vehicles that would divert to the affected 
routes.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIS, further coordination was held with the VDRPT in examining ways to project the 2025 passenger ridership information 
contained in the Richmond/Hampton Roads Passenger Rail Tier I Final EIS to design year 2040.  Since the VDRPT Final EIS did not include data for the 2040 design year, 
the Study Team worked with VDRPT to extrapolate data in order to examine possible passenger rail uses in the year 2040.  As part of the I-64 Draft EIS traffic studies, the 
Study Team developed growth rates that were used to project traffic from 2034 (the horizon year in the Tidewater Super-Regional Travel Model) to 2040.  The growth rates 
(compounded per year) that were used in the traffic analysis were 0.7% per year in the Richmond Area MPO area, 1.5% in the rural section, and 1.1% per year in the 
Hampton Roads TPO area. In taking the worst-case of those three growth rates, 1.5% per year, and applying it to the 1,000 vehicles per day expected to be diverted off of I-
64 in 2025 with buildout of the Richmond/Hampton Roads passenger rail project, the result would be approximately 1,250 vehicles per day diverted off of I-64 in the year 
2040.  This represents roughly 125 vehicles per hour during the peak hour. Under 2040 conditions, the AADT on I-64 is projected to range from a low of 70,400 AADT 
(between Exits 197-200 in Henrico County) to a high of 212,100 (between Exits 262-263 in the City of Hampton).  Thus the expected diversion of vehicles off of I-64 
represents 0.6%-1.7% of the total volume of projected traffic on I-64.  Therefore it was determined that the passenger and freight rail improvements are not expected to 
remove enough general purpose vehicle trips from I-64 to obtain acceptable levels of service needed to meet either the existing or design year 2040 capacity needs. New or 
improved rail lines and/or facilities within the I-64 corridor would also not address the roadway deficiencies and safety needs identified for the study. Overall, it was 
determined that rail improvements would not meet the purpose and need of the study and were not carried forward for further study.  It was also determined that although the 
projected rail improvements would remove 0.6%-1.7% of the total volume of projected traffic on I-64, this reduction in traffic would not affect the overall traffic volume enough 
to reduce the number of needed lanes described for any of the build alternatives.   Therefore there would be no reduction of the impact footprint of any of the build 
alternatives based on the projected rail improvements known as of the date of this study.  

EPA suggests the lead agencies consider further evaluation of the potential for intermodal transportation along both rail line 
corridors. While the stated projected passenger ridership would be negligible at 0.7% to 2.3% reduction of vehicles at modeled 
2025 traffic, the 2040 anticipated reduction was not provided or not projected and could be higher. Considering the passenger 
ridership at 2040 levels in combination with TSM/TDM (including interchange improvements) the overall LOS could improve with 
less WOUS and right of way impacts.

3.12
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
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Summary of Federal, State, and Local Government and Representative Public Comments

Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.17

The EIS states that during construction, the applicable regulations for stormwater will be followed, but does not address how the 
proposed project will potentially affect the already impaired watersheds with the increased surface disturbance, filling of wetlands, 
increased impermeable surfaces, impacts from stream crossings, runoff, and potential pollutants from the roadway once the 
roadway is in use. EPA suggests the EIS discuss what efforts will be employed to avoid further impairment of the waterways and if 
need be, consider an alternates to avoid the impacts.

The project may affect already impaired waters by adding impervious surface, which could decrease infiltration and increase water volumes, temperature, pollutants, 
sediment, and velocity.  Vehicles on the new roadway may also add to the amount of heavy metals and contaminates in the project area, in addition to salts and herbicides for 
roadway maintenance.  To mitigate for these potential impacts, commitments already have been made to implement applicable stormwater management and pollution control 
measures as part of the project.  With regard to construction, non-point source pollutants could possibly enter groundwater or surface water from stormwater runoff.  To 
minimize these impacts, appropriate erosion and sediment control practices would be implemented in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations.  These 
specifications also prohibit contractors from discharging any contaminant that may affect water quality.  In the event of accidental spills, the contractor is required to 
immediately notify all appropriate local, state, and federal agencies and to take immediate action to contain and remove the contaminant.  Minor long-term water quality 
effects could also occur as a result of increases in impervious pavement surfaces.  Effective July 1, 2013, all proposed VDOT activities/projects (except routine maintenance 
activities) that disturb a total of one acre or more (2,500 square feet or greater in a designated Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area) would require coverage under the VSMP 
Construction Permit and would require compliance with the applicable water quality requirements contained in the VSMP Regulations.  The requirements and special 
conditions of any required permits for work in and around surface waters would be incorporated into construction contract documents.  All contractors would be required to 
comply with those conditions.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.18

The EIS acknowledges the development of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL; the EIS does not discuss or demonstrate how the 
proposed project will meet the TMDL allocations, offset any new or increased discharges or loads, or limit additional impairment of 
the water bodies as a result of the impacts associated with the construction of the roadway and additional SW runoff after 
construction. The Chesapeake Bay Program Watershed Model could support a general analysis of the potential increase in 
nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment delivered to the Chesapeake Bay resulting from an additional 75 miles of impermeable surface 
at these county and river segment scales. 

The Chesapeake Bay Program Watershed Model is not calibrated to a scale that could be used to assess water quality impacts at the project level.  As such, the direct 
impacts of the I-64 project on the TMDL cannot be quantified.  Notwithstanding, the drainage area for the Chesapeake Bay is approximately 68,000 square miles; the entire 
proposed footprint of the roadway improvements is approximately 6 square miles (less than 0.00009% of the total Bay drainage area).  The Chesapeake Bay TMDL, 
established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), is designed to achieve significant reductions in nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment pollution.  Nitrogen, 
phosphorus, and sediment loads originate from many sources in the Bay watershed: 
• Point sources of nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment include municipal wastewater facilities, industrial discharge facilities, CSOs, SSOs, NPDES permitted stormwater 
(MS4s and construction and industrial sites), and CAFOs. 
• Nonpoint sources include agricultural lands (AFOs, cropland, hay land, and pasture), atmospheric deposition, forest lands, on-site treatment systems, non-regulated 
stormwater runoff, stream banks and tidal shorelines, tidal resuspension, the ocean, wildlife, and natural background.
(see response to Comment No. 3.16 for additional information on the MS4 Permit).  

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.19

EPA suggest the study go into detail concerning the avoidance of impacting WOUS by continued and future bridging of jurisdictional 
features. This would include the expansion of bridges, conversation of culverts to bridging, and all practicable measures to avoid 
placing fill in WOUS while still meeting the purpose and need of the project.

General avoidance and minimization efforts are included in both Chapter III – Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section E of this Final EIS and the 
Natural Resources Technical Memorandum.  Further details on the avoidance and minimization efforts would be outlined in the design and permitting stages of the 
operationally independent sections of the project corridor.  Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can be found in 
Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.20

Federal agencies are also required to address issues raised in EO13508 "Protecting and Restoring the Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed" which includes restoring wetlands, streams, and riparian forest buffers, in addition to reducing nitrogen, phosphorous, 
sediment and toxic contaminants to meet water quality goals.

Commitments already have been made to implement applicable stormwater management and pollution control measures as part of the project.  Commitments also have 
been made to mitigate unavoidable wetland and stream impacts. Also see responses to preceding comments along with the information on the process for implementing 
operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS.       

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.21

The DEIS compiles reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area. It would be useful to try to express the quantity of resources 
that have been lost or degraded from the baseline to the present, and an estimate of potential impacts of future projects. Though it 
is understood that new growth will be done within the laws protecting natural resources, it has been historically true that resources 
have been degraded by development. This information can be used to identify resources that have been compromised by past 
activities, and may help target restoration and mitigation strategies.

Land use within the I-64 study area is described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section D of this Final EIS.  Described in this section 
are existing conditions and information from future planning efforts being undertaken by the three cities and four counties which the I-64 study area passes through. The 
development of property in Virginia is affected by naturally occurring conditions, such as but not limited to: topography, geology and presence of water resources along with 
man-made elements such as access, utility and service needs including water, sewer and power.  Decisions as to the future development are governed by local governments 
through planning and land use controls and by the state and federal permitting process.  The potential for future development is ever changing and therefore, the potential 
impacts to land use were calculated based on documented existing and future land uses taken from the most recent local planning efforts.  In addition to this analysis, indirect 
and cumulative impacts are further described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section I of this Final EIS and in further detail in the 
Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Memorandum.  Also see Response 1.16 for additonal information on changes to the I-64 study area features.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.22

EPA is asking for additional clarification and detail on the stormwater improvements, potential types of systems and proposed 
locations, to upgrade systems from simple runoff conveyance.  Please note that any stormwater management considered should 
not be placed in WOUS. EPA suggests that VDOT also consider stormwater practices that include measures to control runoff not 
just from new impervious areas but for existing pervious areas as well. EPA believes there are a number of stormwater retrofits that 
would promote opportunities for TMDL reduction that could improve water quality and quantity.

The location of stormwater improvements would be developed during the design phase of each operationally independent section.  Also refer to the response to Comment 
No. 1.10.   Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - 
NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.23

There is need to coordinate with State and Federal agencies (especially Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). It is stated that response 
was not received from some agencies; this information is needed in the document. Coordination should be updated during the 
project to account for changes in the listing over time.

As part of the project scoping process, comments were requested from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to determine the presence of federally-listed threatened 
or endangered species.  In addition, the USFWS was invited to be a cooperating agency and to attend the agency coordination meetings and public meetings, and the Draft 
EIS was made available for their review and comment.  No comments from the USFWS have been received to date, including no comments on the Draft EIS.  The Natural 
Resources Technical Memorandum states that additional coordination with all agencies would be completed as operationally independent sections move into the design 
phase.  An operationally independent section can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.   
Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA 
Process of this Final EIS.  At that time, the appropriate state and federal agency searches would be conducted and the results submitted to the agencies for review and 
comment.   In addition, coordination would continue with the agencies thoroughout the permitting phase of the project.  This coordination would not be initiated until a ROD 
and funding are in place and the design has been initiated.  
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Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.24

It is not clear how valuable the survey done for the small whorled pogonia (page 42) is. There is need to coordinate with agencies 
and have appropriate people do all surveys and make determinations. Please coordinate with FWS. Please be aware if SAV is 
identified, that protection of the resource is a priority, as it is considered of special importance.

The Small Whorled Pogonia Habitat Assessment Report and Mapping is included as Appendix L of the Natural Resources Technical Memorandum.  This reconnaissance 
was conducted by a USFWS approved surveyor.  The report commits to further study and agency coordination for this species as the project moves into the design phase.  
During the permitting phase of operationally independent sections, the USFWS may require official species surveys under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  If 
required, these surveys would be conducted in accordance with the applicable regulations.    Additional information on the process for implementing operationally 
independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.25 Please include any necessary steps to comply with Migratory Birds and bird protection; for instance, should there be seasonal 

moratoriums to avoid nesting.

Time-of-year restrictions may be required in the vicinity of bridges to comply with the applicable regulations.  If necessary, Special Provisions would be developed (as 
appropriate) through the design and permitting phase of each operationally independent section.   Additional information on the process for implementing operationally 
independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS.       

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.26 Please state how the project will comply with EO 13112 on invasive species.

In accordance with Executive Order 13112 Invasive Species, the potential for the establishment of invasive terrestrial or aquatic animal or plant species during construction of 
the project would be minimized by following provisions in VDOT’s Road and Bridge Specifications. These provisions require prompt seeding of disturbed areas with mixes 
that are tested in accordance with the Virginia Seed Law and VDOT’s standards and specifications to ensure that seed mixes are free of noxious species. While the proposed 
project area would be vulnerable to the colonization of invasive plant species from adjacent properties, implementation of the stated provisions would reduce the potential for 
the establishment and proliferation of invasive species.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.27

The methodology used to identify minority populations may be too conservative. CEQ's definition of minority population states that: 
1) the minority population of an affected area exceeds 50 percent; or 2) the minority population percentage of the affected area is 
meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate geographic analysis. In 
addition, a minority population also exists if there is more than one minority group present and the minority percentage, when 
calculated by aggregating all minority persons, meets one of the above thresholds. It may be appropriate to use the state average 
for minority populations as an additional benchmark for identifying census block groups with significant percentages of minority 
populations. The state of Virginia has a minority population of around 29%, therefore the 50% threshold used in this document 
seems high. All of the counties and cities identified in this document have minority populations that make up less than 50% of the 
population except the City of Richmond whose minority population is right around 50%. In reviewing the demographic data available 
for the state of Virginia, it seems reasonable to choose benchmarks that are more reflective of those counties and cities whose 
populations of minorities is far less that 50%.

The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 
this Final EIS. Potential impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.28 It would be most helpful to see the percent minority populations by block group for all of the block groups in the study area. Table III. 

A. 3 should be revised to provide all of this information.
The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 
this Final EIS. Potential impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.29

Environmental Justice refers to minority populations and low income populations. See Executive Order 12898. Data shows that 
10.7% of the people in Virginia live below the poverty level. What about the study area? The median household income in Virginia 
from 2007-2011 was $63,302. The median household income for Block Group 304.1 in Richmond was $7,220. What is the rationale 
for the benchmark of $17 ,050? It seems that there is a need for a more careful examination of the economic status of the block 
groups. Information available to this reviewer seems to show that a large number of the block groups have populations that may be 
considered as low income populations. Were all of the block groups in the study area analyzed? If so, here is that information?

The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 
this Final EIS. Potential impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.30 There needs to be a clearly defined list of all of the block groups that are considered to be areas of potential Environmental Justice 

concern. How many of the block groups exceed both the minority and low income benchmarks?
The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 
this Final EIS. Potential impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.31 Why are the areas of potential Environmental Justice concern not displayed on the maps? The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 

this Final EIS. Potential impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.32

If we are to address Environmental Justice, we must be able to accurately identify the areas of potential Environmental Justice 
concern, be able to identify the impacts and benefits that might impact those populations of concern, assess and evaluate those 
impacts upon minority and low income populations, and determine if those impact will have an adverse or disproportionate impact 
upon those populations. There does not seem to be enough information made available that looks at what those impacts might be 
on minority and low income populations located in the areas of potential Environmental Justice concern. First of all this reviewer is 
not certain that all areas of potential Environmental Justice concern have been identified. It is also not certain that assessments 
have been done to examine the localities of the various impacts that may be localized in or near the areas of potential 
Environmental Justice concern. For example, has the impact of the tolls on the highway been taken into consideration for those low 
income residents that will need to commute to work? Will they take other routes to work to avoid the tolls? Can they afford daily 
tolls? Will there be construction activities that will impact block groups of minority residents? How many property acquisitions will 
take place in minority and low income block groups? Will there be localized noise or fugitive dusts from construction impacting 
minority and low income block groups? Just where is the work taking place with respect to populations of Environmental Justice 
concern.

The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 
this Final EIS.  As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of 
the Alternatives that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed and provided in this Final EIS.  Potential 
impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.
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Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.33 It would be most helpful to have a table listing all of the areas of EJ concern. This list should contain all of those areas designated 

through assessment of either minority populations or low income populations.
The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 
this Final EIS. Potential impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

3 Federal
United States 
Environmental 

Protection Agency
3.34 Justifications given for why areas of potential EJ concern will not be disproportionately impacted do not provide nearly enough 

information to support that claim. The explanations are limited and so are the analyses.
The Environmental Justice analysis was expanded and the revised results are included in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section A.2 of 
this Final EIS. Potential impacts to Environmental Justice populations will be reassessed during the analysis of operationally independent sections.

4 Federal US Navy - Weapons 
Station Yorktown 4.1

For the roughly five miles of common property boundary between the Department of Transportation and Naval Weapons Station 
Yorktown, the Navy supports the proposed plan to widen then interstate to the median while leaving the northern property boundary 
and West bound travel lane outside limits as-is. If the lane were widened to the North, explosive safety concerns would have a large 
operational impact as discussed in past meetings and correspondence. 

FHWA and VDOT are committed to continue to work closely with the United States Navy in developing future design plans for this area of the project.  As described in 
Chapter II - Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) allows for the option to widen to the outside of the existing road 
corridor or within the median to be determined on a section-by-section basis. The future development of these operationally independent sections would be closely 
coordinated with the Richmond Area MPO, Hampton Roads TPO, and other state and federal resources and regulatory agencies.  An operationally independent section can 
be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.   Additional information on the process for 
implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

4 Federal US Navy - Weapons 
Station Yorktown 4.2 The Navy supports the proposal to widen the Interstate to the median the 242 exit at Route 199. Comment noted.

4 Federal US Navy - Weapons 
Station Yorktown 4.3

For the roughly three miles of common property boundary between the Department of Transportation and Camp Peary, the Navy 
supports transfer of land, if needed, in support of this project provided the project relocates all displaced Navy infrastructure 
including but, not limited to fences, utilities, and access roads. 

Comment noted.

5 State
Virginia Department of 

Game & Inland 
Fisheries

5.1 Please note that DGIF no longer has Fish and Wildlife Information Service (FWIS) staff to perform preliminary project scoping 
reviews and provide preliminary comments. Comment noted.

5 State
Virginia Department of 

Game & Inland 
Fisheries

5.2 We recommend and support continued coordination with DGIF as more detailed plans are developed, to ensure resources under 
our preview continue to be addressed as appropriate. 

As discussed in the Natural Resources Technical Memorandum, FHWA and VDOT are committed to further study and agency coordination for threatened and endangered 
species as operationally independent sections advance into the design phase.

5 State
Virginia Department of 

Game & Inland 
Fisheries

5.3 If impacts to wetlands and streams are proposed, we anticipate that the project proponent will submit a Joint Permit Application 
(JPA) to the appropriate permit agencies. Comment noted.

5 State
Virginia Department of 

Game & Inland 
Fisheries

5.4

This project is located within 2 miles of a documented occurrence of a state or federal threatened or endangered plant or insect 
species  and/or other Natural Heritage coordination species.  Therefore, we recommend and support coordination with VDCR-DNH 
regarding the protection of these resources.  We also recommend and support contacting the USFWS regarding all federally listed 
species.  

As discussed in the Natural Resources Technical Memorandum, FHWA and VDOT are committed to further study and agency coordination for threatened and endangered 
species as operationally independent section advance into the design phase.   Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can 
be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

6 State Virginia Department of 
Historic Resources 6.1

We are unable to comment conclusively on the identification of historic properties within the APE or on the overall effect of the 
undertaking on those historic properties until the status of the Shockoe Hill Burying Ground is established among the DHR, the 
Federal Highway Administration, and the Virginia Department of Transportation.  We anticipate that such coordination will continue 
through the Section 106 process.  

Following the circulation of the Draft EIS, further coordination was held with the Virginia Department of Historic Resources (VDHR) to determine potential effects of the 
proposed I-64 project on archaeological sites and historic properties.  VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, submitted an effects determination letter to VDHR, along with the identified 
consulting parties, on February 6. 2013.  The VDHR concurred with the information contained in a letter by signature on March 8, 2013.  A copy of this letter is included in 
Appendix I - Coordination in Response to Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  In addition, a site visit between VDOT and the VDHR to view the Shockoe Hill 
Burying Ground area was held on January 8, 2013.  As a result, additional subsurface exploration testing was completed and the results have been coordinated with the 
VDHR.  The Programmatic Agreement included in Appendix K - Programmatic Agreement of this Final EIS describes future efforts for the Shockoe Hill Burying Ground 
area.   

7 Locality City of Newport News - 
City Manager 7.1 [I] hope that VDOT will push forward with further study. Comment noted.

8 Locality City of Newport News - 
Mayor 8.1 [I] urge VDOT to use input gathered from upcoming public hearings to move forward with further study of appropriate proposals and 

push for an expeditious timeline for project commencement. Comment noted.

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.1

Given that the latest VDOT cost estimate for 55 miles of 4 new lanes for US 460 ($1.4B) on new right of way averages $25 million 
per mile, even the lowest VDOT cost estimate for 75 miles of improvements to I-64 ($4.7B) mostly on existing right-of-way - 
averaging $63 million per mile, or 2.5 times higher - seems excessive.

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered of this Final EIS the costs developed for each alternative are planning level estimated costs.  The methodologies used 
in developing these estimates are provided in both the Right-of-Way Technical Memorandum and in Section II.D Cost Estimates of the Alternatives Development 
Technical Memorandum. The Preferred Alternative for the I-64 project would be funded and built in phases and that the cost estimates for each operationally independent 
section would be refined as the designs for each section advance. In comparing the costs estimated for the US 460 with the I-64 project, there are numerous differences in 
these project areas.  As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered of this Final EIS, based on the conceptual engineering performed for Alternatives 1A/1B, less 
than 10% or 13 miles of the 150 mile I-64 corridor (75 miles in each direction) may require additional right of way for the mainline widening improvements. The areas which 
may require additional right of way include both eastbound and westbound between Exits 190 (I-95) and Exit 192 (Mechanicsville), eastbound from mile post 257 to mile post 
259.5 and westbound from Exits 264 (I- 664) to Exit 258 (J. Clyde Morris Boulevard).  In these developed urban areas the costs for right of way is higher than in undeveloped 
rural areas.  In addition to the additional right-of-way needed for the I-64 mainline improvements, there are also potential needs for additional right of way at 15 of the 25 
interchanges.  At these 15 interchanges, the developed footprint could increase considerably from the current footprint in order to provide for ramps that meet the horizontal 
and vertical curvature design standards established for the individual projects, as well as providing adequate weave areas and acceleration/deceleration lane lengths.  Much 
of the lands surrounding these 15 interchanges are developed and therefore were estimated at higher costs than undeveloped lands.
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Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.2 It would help the reader if the toll rate were included under "Alternatives 2A/2B Full Toll Lanes" (both in the Executive Summary and 

the body of the EIS).
As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 
that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.3 The name of the February 2011 document is "Hampton Roads Regional Transit Vision Plan" (not "Vision Plan" as shown in the 

EIS). Comment noted. This change is reflected in the Executive Summary of this Final EIS.

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.4

Under "MPO Actions", please note in the EIS that - because long range transportation plans must be fiscally constrained - the 
MPO's can only "revise their respective long range transportation plans to specifically include the Preferred Alternative" if funding 
can be identified for the project. 

Clarification has been provided in Section G. of the Executive Summary of this Final EIS on this comment.  The revised text states: MPO/TPO Actions – Following the 
publication of this Final EIS, it is anticipated that the Richmond Area MPO and the Hampton Roads TPO would update their respective LRTPs to identify an operationally 
independent section(s) as funding becomes available. Once that occurs, and the environmental analyses are updated, as necessary, FHWA would issue a Record of 
Decision (ROD) for that section.

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.5 In this figure the "Exceeds stable traffic flow ADT ranges" hatching may be misleading for those segments with 4 lanes in each 

direction, since one of those lanes is an HOV lane during the peak travel periods. 
Clarification has been provided in the Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS.  The capacity calculations assume most traffic uses the general purpose lanes and 
not the HOV lanes for a section.   

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.6 It should be noted in the first sentence if these weekday peak periods are for the entire corridor, or whether it varies greatly 

throughout the corridor.
Clarification has been provided in the Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS.  The listed average travel speeds represent the worst case of either AM peak hour, 
PM peak hour, summer Saturday, or summer Sunday peak hour conditions.   

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.7 Details regarding the speed study appear to be missing from the text and figures. Are these listed average travel speeds from the 

PM peak period? The entire day? Or something else?
Clarification has been provided in the Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS.  The listed average travel speeds represent the worst case of either AM peak hour, 
PM peak hour, summer Saturday, or summer Sunday peak hour conditions.   

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.8

Looking at Figure 1.2, it appears that only a few locations have an LOS of worse than C based on the hatching. However, Figure 
1.4 shows most of the corridor is LOS D or worse. This is because Figure 1.4 represents the worst travel period, whereas Figure 
1.2 is based on AADTs. This is confusing, and it would be better if only the congestion conditions in Figure 1.4 are shown. 

Figure I-2 shows 2011 Base Condition Average Daily Traffic volumes on I-64 from Exit 190 to Exit 264.  It does not indicate or represent LOS.  It is included to provide 
information on the average daily traffic volumes throughout corridor.   Figure I-4 shows the levels of service for the 2011 Base Condition for the freeway sections, interchange 
ramp/weave areas, and cross street intersections.  

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.9 What region does this represent? Hampton Roads? Richmond? Both combined? Figure I-6: Mode Share of Total Regional Freight Tonnage (2007) comes from the FHWA, Freight Analysis Framework, Version 3, 2011.  In this source, regional is defined as 

the Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area.  

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.10

Review of data obtained from the counties and cities in the I-64 study area and review of potentially developable land shows a large 
amount of developable land available in the project area. Can you please clarify the exact nature of the data obtained from the 
counties and cities in the study area - is it socioeconomic data, land use data, etc.?

Methodologies used to determine existing and future land use are provided in Chapter III – Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section A.D of this Final 
EIS and in the Socioeconomic and Land Use Technical Memorandum.  As described in these sections land use information was obtained from numerous sources 
including: field observation, aerial photography and thru conservations with staff from the study area localities.  Information was also collected from available published 
sources including various Land Use Plans, Mater Plans, Vision Plans, Comprehensive Plans and Community Plans.  The similar land uses were then categorized for the 
analysis.  

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.11

A bridge is considered eligible for federal funds for recontruction if its sufficiency rating is below 80% and the bridge is classified as 
structurally deficient or functionally obsolete. The same requirement applies for replacement funds with the 50% sufficiency rating 
threshold. 

Comment noted.

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.12

There is discussion on page II-7 on the possible reduction in traffic volumes on I-64 and supplemental increases (0-33%) on Route 
60 due to the tolling options with Alternative 2A/2B. However there is no discussion of impacts for Alternative 3. A review of the 
traffic technical memorandum did not shed much light either. Some discussion on the forecasted volumes will be helpful. For 
example, some explanation on the changes in volume between the general purpose lanes and the managed lanes. 

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If Alternative 3 had been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.13

The document would benefit from additional clarification on the differences between ETL and HOT lanes. Currently the document 
just says that ETL is similar to HOT lanes but ETL does not have discounts on multi-occupancy vehicles. Because HOVs typically 
pay no toll in HOT lanes, the word "discoutn" may be misleading. Based on the current document, it is not clear if only the ETL lane 
will be tolled or both the general purpose lane and ETL will be tolled. 

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 
that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

9 Locality
Hampton Roads 
Transportation 

Planning Organization
9.14

The I-64 widening on the Peninsula between exit 255 and 250 is included in the HRTPO's 2034 LRTP as a regionally funded 
construction project.  Was this included in the modeling efforts?  Should this be listed in Table II.1.2 along with the listed I-64 
improvements between exit 197 and 220?  In addition, the I-64 widening between exits 250 and 255 is not listed in the no-build 
scenario in the Traffic and Technical Memorandum (page 38).  

The I-64 widening project from Exit 250 to Exit 255 was not included in the No-Build model.  Although this project is in the referenced LRTP, it was determined that including 
any projects on I-64 in the model would not best represent true “No-Build” conditions and therefore were not included. In addition, this project was placed on hold during the 
time the EIS studies were being conducted.

10 Locality James City County 10.1
It appears there is one historic site, identified through JCC records on the attached map, which may be impacted by the proposed 
expansion.  JC297 was identified as the Boswell house on the Gilmer 1863 and 1864 maps.  This area has been reported by not 
field checked.  Additional study may be required.  

In further investigating the JC297 site it was determined that this site was initially recorded in 1983 as a map-projected site by VDHR staff without any field verification. In 
2008 a property owner adjacent to I-64 reported bricks and other remains while plowing a garden area. The County’s map was reviewed along with the maps in VDHR’s data 
base.  In examining these files it was determined that there could be archaeological remains adjacent to and perhaps extending into the I-64 right of way at this location.   
However it was determined that this site is important chiefly for the information it contains and would be handled with archaeological issues described in the Programmatic 
Agreement prepared for this study and included in Appendix K - Programmatic Agreement of this Final EIS.   As described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, 
Impacts and Mitigation, Section G. Historic Properties of this Final EIS, the Programmatic Agreement documents future study efforts for historic properties.
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Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

11 Locality James City County 11.1 In response to your request, James City County (JCC) continues to support maintaining the landscaped median along I-64. To that 
end, alternative 1A offers the greatest overall benefit to the County. Comment noted.

11 Locality James City County 11.2 Interstate 64 is one of the most important corridors in James City County and serves as the gateway to the Historic Triangle. Comment noted.

11 Locality James City County 11.3 Any development plan should include an active tree preservation program before, during, and after construction. The expansion 
should be built around the idea of corridor preservation and landscaping as the core design issue. 

As indicated in the Executive Summary, Section F of this Final EIS, it has been expressed by a variety of citizens and organizations that it is important to preserve the 
aesthetics of the corridor by retaining the wooded median, particularly in the section of I-64 through the historic triangle area comprised of the Cities of Williamsburg and 
Yorktown and in Jamestown.  As operationally independent sections of the project corridor advance into the detailed design phase, a landscaping plan would be developed to 
examine various landscaping opportunities and treatments for the project area.  

11 Locality James City County 11.4 Supportive of phased improvements as partial funding becomes available (e.g. an initial widening improvement from Newport News 
to Route 199 as a first effort).

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1. The Preferred Alternative 
would be implemented via an operationally independent section as funding allows.  Each section would be designed to contribute to the purpose and need of the Interstate 64 
Peninsula Study as described in Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS. It would be possible for an operationally independent section to contribute to the purpose 
and need of the study without initially achieving the full build design described in this chapter. An operationally independent section can be built and function as a viable 
transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.  Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent 
sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

12 Locality
Richmond Area 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

12.1 Request further information on the toll diversion analysis, specifically on additional parallel roads besides Route 60 (e.g., state 
routes 249 and 30) and the impact of each proposed alternative on these roads.  

Responses to the Richmond Area MPO's comments were sent by VDOT to the Richmond Area MPO on February 20, 2013. A copy of this correspondence is included in 
Appendix I - Coordination in Response to Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  A meeting to further review VDOT's responses was held on February 28, 2013, 
with the Richmond Area MPO Technical Advisory Committee subcommittee.  

12 Locality
Richmond Area 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

12.2 More detailed explanation of the passenger/freight rail alternative and its elimination from alternatives analyzed due to its minimal 
impact on the corridor and failure to improve the level of service to level C or above.  See response 12.1.

12 Locality
Richmond Area 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

12.3 Information on whether overhead gantries and open road tolling or cash and toll plazas would be used if tolls were installed on the 
corridor as mentioned in Alternative 2A, 2B and 3. See response 12.1.

12 Locality
Richmond Area 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

12.4
More detailed information on the parcels included in the right of way acquisition for the improvements recommended on the corridor 
as there is little information in the Right of Way Technical Memorandum besides number of parcels needed and number of 
individuals displaced

See response 12.1.

12 Locality
Richmond Area 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

12.5 Request to VDOT for further information as to what constitutes a "partial acquisition" of public and private property. See response 12.1.

12 Locality
Richmond Area 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

12.6 VDOT is requested to explain the planning level costs being presented for Alternatives 1A, 1B and 3 which have almost identical 
cost ranges. See response 12.1.

12 Locality
Richmond Area 

Metropolitan Planning 
Organization

12.7 Please provide details for the proposed widening of the I-64 Shockoe Valley Bridge in the City of Richmond. See response 12.1.

13 Locality
City of Richmond 

Department of Public 
Works 

13.1
I-95 Interchange: VDOT is requested to include recommendations from the 2012 I-95/I-64 Overlap Study prepared for by Kimley-
Horn and Associates. The Overlap Study recommends improvements for the I-95/I-64 interchange and across the Shockoe Valley 
Bridge. 

Responses to the City's comments were sent by VDOT to the City on February 20, 2013.  A copy of this correspondence is included in Appendix I - Coordination in 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.  A meeting with the City to review VDOT's responses was held on March 11, 2013.  

13 Locality
City of Richmond 

Department of Public 
Works 

13.2 I-64 between I-95 and Mechanicsville Turnpike: The No Build Alternative is not an option given the findings and crashes in the 
"Traffic/Transportation Technical Memorandum" See response 13.1.

13 Locality
City of Richmond 

Department of Public 
Works 

13.3 VDOT is requested to provide additional information on these as we are very concerned about taking existing properties for both 
existing and new developments. See response 13.1.

14 Locality York County 14.1
[The Board of Supervisors] recognizes the need for improvements to the I-64 corridor, particularly the segments at the eastern end 
of the study area - i.e. Jefferson Avenue to Route 199/Exit 242 - where heavy traffic volumes can cause congestion and "slow-
crawl" conditions throughout the year. 

The goal of the study was to comprehensively examine the entire 75-mile long I-64 corridor from the City of Richmond to the City of Hampton.   However, although the study 
reviewed the entire corridor, the Preferred Alternative would be implemented via operationally independent sections.  An operationally independent section can be built and 
function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.  Additional information on the process for implementing 
operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 
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14 Locality York County 14.2

With respect to the five Build-Alternatives under consideration, York County has long been a proponent - along with other Historic 
Triangle jurisdictions, institutions and organizations - of capacity enhancements that recognize and protect the aesthetic character 
of the area and which avoid an urban, treeless, Jersey-barrier appearance. In that regard, our preference would be for a design that 
places new general purpose lanes to the outside of existing lanes so that the current wide grassed/landscaped/wooded medians 
can be protected. However, we recognize that the various constraints within York County segments of the corridor - such as federal 
acquisition costs - likely makes the 'outside' lanes alternative impractical. Therefore, for the York County segment of the corridor, we 
support Alternative 1B - Additional General Purpose Lanes in the Median. 

Comment noted.   As described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) allows for the option to widen to 
the outside of the existing road corridor or within the median to be determined on a section-by-section basis. The future development of these operationally independent 
sections would be closely coordinated with the Richmond Area MPO, Hampton Roads TPO, and other state and federal resource and regulatory agencies.  An operationally 
independent section can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.   As operationally 
independent sections of the project corridor advance into the detailed design phase, a landscaping plan would be developed to examine various landscaping opportunities 
and treatments for the project area.  Additional information on the process for implementing operationally independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased 
Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

14 Locality York County 14.3 York County does not favor the use of tolls to finance these improvements. As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 
that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

15 Public 
(written) Berry, George 15.1 There should be a more thorough study done on the impact to commercial vehicles. As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 

that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

16 Public 
(written) Canty, A. 16.1

There is a need to expand Rt. 64 to three lanes from Newport News to Lightfoot. There is no need to expand it after Lightfoot.  I 
request a specific traffic study from Lightfoot exit to the airport exits to see the volume. I have traveled that roads hundreds of time 
and the volume is appropriate for 2 lanes. There is no need for 3 lanes. Remember the expansion of 460 on the South side should 
ease traffic on 64.

Specific traffic data for all of the 75 miles of I-64, including the sections between Lightfoot Exit 234 and the Airport Drive Exit 197 can be found throughout Chapter I - 
Purpose and Need of this Final EIS and the Traffic and Transportation Technical Memorandum. The goal of the study was to comprehensively examine the entire 75-
mile long corridor from the City of Richmond to the City of Hampton.   As presented in Chapter I - Purpose and Need of this Final EIS, there is a range of traffic volumes that 
occur throughout the 75 miles with the highest volumes being on the urban sections at the far eastern and western ends of the project area.  In addition to these sections, it 
was determined that two-thirds, including 48 miles eastbound and 49 miles westbound,  of the I-64 mainline operates at a deficient LOS during 2011 Base Conditions.  These 
conditions worsen in the design year 2040, with 67 miles eastbound and 58 miles westbound having a deficient LOS.  However, although this EIS studied the entire corridor, 
the Preferred Alternative would be implemented via operationally independent sections as funding is identified.  An operationally independent section can be built and function 
as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.   Additional information on the process for implementing operationally 
independent sections can be found in Appendix L - Phased Approach for Implementation - NEPA Process of this Final EIS. 

17 Public 
(written) Cherry, Rusty 17.1

Nothing needs to be done on I-64 at present except the widening of I-64 between Ft. Eustis and Patrick Henry exits at this time. 
This is the most immediate problem and should be addressed now with reconfiguration of the interchange at Ft. Eustis done later 
as money permits. The pull over lanes should be converted to travel lanes certain times of the day to avoid the back-up of traffic in 
both directions. 

The goal of the study was to comprehensively examine the entire 75-mile long I-64 corridor from the City of Richmond to the City of Hampton.   However, although the EIS 
studied the entire corridor, the Preferred Alternative would be implemented via operationally independent sections as funding is identified.  An operationally independent 
section can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work described in this Final EIS is never built.  

18 Public 
(written) Anonymous Citizen 18.1 See monetary impact study for each alternative plan.  I was hoping to see where the money is coming from (federal, state, county) 

and how it is planned to be spent. 

VDOT, in cooperation with FHWA, undertook the I-64 Peninsula Study pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  At this stage of the project, a planning level 
construction cost estimate for the entire project was developed using VDOT's project cost estimation system.  Right of way and utility costs are shown as a percentage of 
construction costs and were determined for each alternative using the figures from VDOT's project cost estimation system.  A full description of the cost estimating process 
completed for the I-64 project is included in Section II.D Cost Estimates in the Alternatives Development Technical Memorandum. The results of these planning level 
cost estimates are also shown in the descriptions of the alternatives studied in detail and described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered, Section C of this Final EIS.  
Further refinements to the construction estimates would be done before construction of the operationally independent section.  A ROD cannot be prepared for this project until 
fiscal constraint is demonstrated for an operationally independent section.  

19 Public 
(written) Anonymous Citizen 19.1

The impact of construction woes will have on existing business that affect Williamsburg economy. For example: Busch Gardens, 
Outlets both having current fiscal concerns. The possible spillaage to predominantly family community roadways such as 199 or 
Route 5. Everyday travelers that use this roadway to reach work certainly can't withstand tolls. 

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 
that include tolling had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

20 Public 
(written)

Geduldig-Yatrofsky, 
Mark 20.1 The "done deal" on US 460 redefines the "no-build" context in a way that the DEIS did not take into account.

As indicated in Chapter I - Purpose and Need, Section C.2 of this Final EIS, future traffic volumes were projected to the design year 2040 using the Tidewater Super-
Regional Travel Model, a VDOT travel demand model that incorporates the models and the future population and employment forecasts estimated by the Richmond Area, Tri-
Cities, and Hampton Roads planning organizations. The Tidewater Super-Regional Travel Model also encompasses the inter-regional areas (generally New Kent and James 
City Counties) between the City of Richmond and Hampton Roads metropolitan areas. The model includes known projects within the corridor that are in the Richmond Area 
MPO's 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan, and the Hampton Roads TPO's 2034 Long-Range Transportation Plan, as well as the Rural Long Range Transportation Plans 
for the City of Richmond and Hampton Roads PDCs. Those projects form a part of the Base Conditions and the effects of these projects on I-64 traffic are accounted for in all 
2040 No-Build analyses.  As indicated on Page 38 of the Traffic and Transportation Technical Memorandum a number of major projects are identified as being included 
on these LRTPs including the US 460 project.  Therefore the effects of the US 460 project were accounted for in the future year traffic projections completed for the I-64 
study.

21 Public 
(written) Gillilan, Debra 21.1 Was the need for additional basins in the median included in the costs if the option is chosen to widen on the median side?

A full description of the cost estimating process completed for the I-64 project is included in Section II.D Cost Estimates in the Alternatives Development Technical 
Memorandum. VDOT, in cooperation with FHWA, undertook the I-64 Peninsula Study pursuant to the NEPA.  Studies of Waters of the United States, including wetlands, 
water quality, surface and groundwater supply and floodplains; are included in Chapter III – Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section E of this Final 
EIS.  However, at this stage of the project, detailed drainage and hydraulic/hydrological studies, including the need for and placement of basins, have not been completed.  
Further details on these elements would be investigated as an operationally independent section of the project corridor advance into detailed design.  As part of the NEPA 
process, a planning level construction cost estimate for the entire project was developed using VDOT's Planning Level Cost Spreadsheet. Given the level of detail included in 
the conceptual plans that were used in the NEPA analysis, costs for stormwater basins are not included in VDOT's Planning Level Cost Spreadsheet.The results of these 
planning level cost estimates are also shown in this Final EIS. Further refinements to the construction and right of way cost estimates would be done as each operationally 
independent section progresses into the more detailed design phases.  Once more detailed designs are available, construction cost estimates would be prepared prior to 
construction.  
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22 Public 
(written) Hartley, Roy 22.1 Remove the west bound left exit to route 143 Exit 243B.  Combine this exit with 243A to Busch Gardens.  Currently during evening 

rush hour, this left exit causes a slowdown in the left westbound lane as existing cars slowdown and move to the left lane to exit.

As indicated in Figures I.4 and I.10 in Chapter I – Purpose and Need of this Final EIS, the section of I-64 in the area of Exit 243 operates at a deficient LOS E/F in the base 
year 2011.  These conditions continue to worsen by year 2040.  Conceptual design options for the Exit 243 Interchange area were investigated during the EIS process and 
are shown in Appendix E of the Alternatives Development Technical Memorandum.  Further engineering design for this interchange area would be completed during the 
detailed design phase of an operationally independent section.  The overall goal of the study was to comprehensively examine the entire 75-mile long I-64 corridor from the 
City of Richmond to the City of Hampton.   However, although this EIS studied the entire corridor, the Preferred Alternative would be implemented via operationally 
independent sections as funding is identified.   An operationally independent section can be built and function as a viable transportation facility even if the rest of the work 
described in this Final EIS is never built.  Further engineering investigations would include specific lane configuration analysis and individual interchange design needs. 
These decisions would be made as the project progresses and as funding is identified and secured. 

23 Public 
(written) Jordan, A. 23.1 There is not enough information on the toll options versus the impact on Economic Development and lost tax revenue. As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives 

that include tolling, had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

23 Public 
(written) Jordan, A. 23.2 Please identify the level of impact to the historical and archaeological resources.  Is it impact to actual buildings and dig sites or just 

properties encumbered with historical resources with no disruption to the properties?

As part of this EIS, impacts to the historical and archaeological resources were investigated and identified.  Descriptions of these investigations are included in Chapter III – 
Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section G of this Final EIS.  Additional information is also included in the Historic Properties Documentation prepared 
for this project.  As indicated in this text, impacts to these areas included an evaluation of structures along with property impacts within the defined resource boundary.  
Following the circulation of the Draft EIS, further coordination was held with the VDHR to determine potential effects of the proposed I-64 project on archaeological sites and 
historic properties. VDOT, on behalf of FHWA, submitted an effects determination letter to the VDHR, along with the identified consulting parties, on February 6. 2013.  The 
VDHR concurred with the information contained in a letter by signature on March 8, 2013.  A copy of this letter is included in Appendix I - Coordination in Response to 
Comments on the Draft EIS of this Final EIS.   In addition, as described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section G, the 
Programmatic Agreement documents future study efforts for historic properties. The Programmatic Agreement prepared for this study is included in Appendix K - 
Programmatic Agreement of this Final EIS.   

23 Public 
(written) Jordan, A. 23.3 Also, how will the run-off be treated around the reservoirs and other environmentally sensitive areas?

Stormwater runoff would be controlled in accordance with all applicable state regulations.  The required permits would be obtained and/or procedures put into place prior to 
the initiation of project construction.  As part of the permitting process, the required federal and state agencies would be coordinated with regarding water quality issues, 
threatened and endangered species, and other environmentally sensitive areas.  Also refer to the response to Comment Nos. 1.10, 1.11, 3.16, 3.17, and 3.18.

23 Public 
(written) Jordan, A. 23.5

The project should also consider additional ingress/egress improvements to include new and/or improved interchanges such as the 
Armistead/La Salle/King Street areas of Hampton and Debigh Boulevard in Newport News. Such improvements are critical to the 
interstate's functionality, local road conditions, and redevelopment opportunities. 

As indicated in Chapter I - Purpose and Need, Section C.2 of this Final EIS, future traffic volumes were projected to the design year 2040 using the Tidewater Super-
Regional Travel Model, a VDOT travel demand model that incorporates the models and the future population and employment forecasts estimated by the Richmond Area, Tri-
Cities, and Hampton Roads planning organizations. The Tidewater Super-Regional Travel Model also encompasses the inter-regional areas (generally New Kent and James 
City Counties) between the City of Richmond and Hampton Roads metropolitan areas. The model includes known projects within the corridor that are in the Richmond Area 
MPO's 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan, and the Hampton Roads TPO's 2034 Long-Range Transportation Plan, as well as the Rural Long Range Transportation Plans 
for the City of Richmond and Hampton Roads PDCs. Those projects form a part of the Base Conditions and the effects of these projects on I-64 traffic are accounted for in all 
2040 No-Build analyses.  As indicated on Page 38 of the Traffic and Transportation Technical Memorandum a number of major projects are identified as being included 
on these LRTPs however, no new/additional interchanges on I-64 are included.  As operationally independent sections of the I-64 corridor advance into detailed design, any 
new or improved interchange projects added to the Constrained Long Range Plans would be considered as efforts to improve the corridor moving forward.

Why was only express and truck lanes examined as an alternative but not the addition of express rail or other rail transit?

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section B of this Final EIS, as part of the Intermodal Study conducted for this EIS, both existing and planned 
passenger and freight railroad services were examined. These efforts included a review of recently completed studies along with those currently underway in the City of 
Hampton to the City of Richmond corridor by both public and private organizations. Further information from the Intermodal Study is included in the Traffic and 
Transportation Technical Memorandum.  The information contained in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered on Page II-3 of this Final EIS (Passenger/Freight Rail 
section) describes the Richmond/Hampton Roads Passenger Rail Tier I Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by VDRPT.  As described in this section, in 
specifically examining the potential effects on traffic on I-64, the VDRPT Tier I Final EIS states that a reduction of vehicles caused by diversion to rail would amount to 
approximately 0.7% to 2.3% reduction in traffic on I-64 when using 2025 traffic volumes. This fraction is small enough that the decrease in traffic would not be measurable, 
given the normal daily and seasonal fluctuations in traffic volume. Following circulation of the Draft EIS, further coordination was held with the VDRPT in examining ways to 
project the passenger ridership information contained in the Tier I Final EIS from the year 2025 to design year 2040. The Study Team examined ways to extrapolate data in 
order to examine possible passenger rail uses in the year 2040.  As part of the I-64 EIS traffic studies the Study Team developed growth rates that were used to project traffic 
from 2034 (the horizon year in the Tidewater Super-Regional Travel Model) to 2040.  The growth rates (compounded per year) that were used in the traffic analysis were 
0.7% per year in the Richmond MPO area, 1.5% in the rural section, and 1.1% per year in the Hampton Roads TPO area. In taking the best-case of those three growth rates, 
1.5% per year, and applying it to the 1,000 vehicles per day expected to be diverted off of I-64 in 2025 with buildout of the Richmond/Hampton Roads passenger rail project, 
the result would be approximately 1,250 vehicles per day diverted off of I-64 in the year 2040.  This represents roughly 125 vehicles per hour during the peak hour. Under 
2040 conditions, the AADT on I-64 is projected to range from a low of 70,400 AADT (between Exits 197-200 in Henrico County) to a high of 212,100 (between Exits 262-263 
in the City of Hampton).  Thus the expected diversion of vehicles off of I-64 represents 0.6%~1.7% of the total volume of projected traffic on I-64.  Therefore it was determined 
that overall, the passenger and freight rail improvements that have been identified are not expected to remove enough general purpose vehicle trips from I-64 to obtain 
acceptable levels of service needed to meet either the existing or design year 2040 capacity needs for traffic on I-64. New or improved rail lines and/or facilities within the I-64 
corridor would also not address the roadway deficiencies and safety needs identified for the study. Therefore, rail improvements would not meet the purpose and need of the 
study were not carried forward for further study. However, as described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered of this Final EIS, although passenger/freight rail 
improvements would not meet the purpose and need as individual, stand alone alternatives they can be pursued independently or as part of the Preferred Alternative to 
provide for additional options for improving transportation conditions within the I-64 study area.

23 Public 
(written) Jordan, A. 23.4
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Summary of Federal, State, and Local Government and Representative Public Comments

Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

25 Public 
(written) Rice, Donald 25.1

The Chickahominy River and Chickahominy Lake at Walker's Dam are public drinking water sources. Neither of these critical 
natural resources has been identified or addressed. See, for example, pages 26-32 of the Natural Resources Technical 
Memorandum. 

The information on public drinking water resources has been updated in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section E of this Final EIS to 
include the Chickahominy Lake and Chickahominy River. 

27 Public 
(written) Shepelc, Reuben 27.1 [Study using] alternate roadways such as 143 or 60.

The purpose and need identified for the project is to comprehensively examine the entire 75-mile long I-64 corridor from the City of Richmond to the City of Hampton.   As 
described throughout Chapter I – Purpose and Need of this Final EIS and in the Purpose and Need Technical Memorandum, the specific needs for the I-64 Study were 
developed based on a comprehensive review of previous studies along with the analysis of current data compiled for this study, including information collected through 
numerous meetings with federal, state and local agencies; cooperating and participating agencies; project stakeholders and the public.  Overall, it was determined that 
increased traffic congestion and an aging infrastructure in this section of I-64 have led to concerns for travelers and improvements to I-64 are required to address a series of 
identified needs in capacity, roadway deficiencies and safety.  Therefore, the use of alternate roadways such as VA 143 or VA 60 was not examined as an alternative to 
improvements on I-64.  However, descriptions of potential traffic impacts to adjacent parallel roadways, such as routes VA 143 and VA 60, are included in the Toll Diversion 
Study, which was completed in relation to Alternatives 2A/2B, and is included in the Traffic and Transportation Technical Memorandum.  As described in Chapter II – 
Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the Alternatives that include tolling had been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been developed.  

As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section B of this Final EIS, as part of the Intermodal Study conducted for this EIS, both existing and planned 
passenger and freight railroad services were examined. These efforts included a review of recently completed studies along with those currently underway in the City of 
Hampton to the City of Richmond corridor by both public and private organizations. Further information from the Intermodal Study is included in the Traffic and 
Transportation Technical Memorandum.  The information contained in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered on Page II-3 of this Final EIS (Passenger/Freight Rail 
section) describes the Richmond/Hampton Roads Passenger Rail Tier I Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by VDRPT.  As described in this section, in 
specifically examining the potential effects on traffic on I-64, the VDRPT Tier I Final EIS states that a reduction of vehicles caused by diversion to rail would amount to 
approximately 0.7% to 2.3% reduction in traffic on I-64 when using 2025 traffic volumes. This fraction is small enough that the decrease in traffic would not be measurable, 
given the normal daily and seasonal fluctuations in traffic volume. Following circulation of the Draft EIS, further coordination was held with the VDRPT in examining ways to 
project the passenger ridership information contained in the Tier I Final EIS from the year 2025 to design year 2040. The Study Team examined ways to extrapolate data in 
order to examine possible passenger rail uses in the year 2040.  As part of the I-64 EIS traffic studies the Study Team developed growth rates that were used to project traffic 
from 2034 (the horizon year in the Tidewater Super-Regional Travel Model) to 2040.  The growth rates (compounded per year) that were used in the traffic analysis were 
0.7% per year in the Richmond MPO area, 1.5% in the rural section, and 1.1% per year in the Hampton Roads TPO area. In taking the best-case of those three growth rates, 
1.5% per year, and applying it to the 1,000 vehicles per day expected to be diverted off of I-64 in 2025 with buildout of the Richmond/Hampton Roads passenger rail project, 
the result would be approximately 1,250 vehicles per day diverted off of I-64 in the year 2040.  This represents roughly 125 vehicles per hour during the peak hour. Under 
2040 conditions, the AADT on I-64 is projected to range from a low of 70,400 AADT (between Exits 197-200 in Henrico County) to a high of 212,100 (between Exits 262-263 
in Hampton).  Thus the expected diversion of vehicles off of I-64 represents 0.6%~1.7% of the total volume of projected traffic on I-64.  Therefore it was determined that 
overall, the passenger and freight rail improvements that have been identified are not expected to remove enough general purpose vehicle trips from I-64 to obtain acceptable 
levels of service needed to meet either the existing or design year 2040 capacity needs for traffic on I-64. New or improved rail lines and/or facilities within the I-64 corridor 
would also not address the roadway deficiencies and safety needs identified for the study. Therefore, rail improvements would not meet the purpose and need of the study 
were not carried forward for further study. However, as described in Chapter II - Alternatives Considered of this Final EIS, although passenger/freight rail improvements 
would not meet the purpose and need as individual, stand alone alternatives they can be pursued independently or as part of the Preferred Alternative to provide for 
additional options for improving transportation conditions within the I-64 study area.

26 Public 
(written) Sayeh, Donna 26.1 Bring the fleet of car ferries back into service.

In reviewing this comment, there is uncertainty as to the location(s) and operation(s) referred to by the commenter.  In investigating known data sources, no studies were 
found that examine the use of car ferries from the City of Richmond to the City of Hampton and therefore this mode was not included as part of the Intermodal Study for the 
EIS. Although the study did not specifically examine car ferries, the Intermodal Study included in the Traffic and Transportation Technical Memorandum did examine a 
range of other modes of transportation.  These other modes included existing and future passenger/freight rail service along with barge service between the Cities of Norfolk 
and Richmond.   As for barge service, based on the Virginia Port Authority (VPA) 2040 Master Plan, the VPA worked with private interests to launch a new barge service in 
December 2008 between the City of Norfolk and the City of Richmond. When fully operational, the 64 Express barge service was expected to remove 58,000 trucks from 
Virginia’s roads. It means there are approximately 160 less trucks on the roads every day. Based on the Port Authority figures, in 2011, 4% of cargo was moved by barges, 
which are approximately 43,200 TEU10 and equivalent to 28,800 trucks per year or 79 trucks per day (1.5 TEU/truck). If the barge service continues to grow in line with the 
total demand, in 2040, more than 191,000 TEU would be moved by barges, which is equivalent to 343 trucks per day.  Details on the trip analysis can be found in the Traffic 
and Transportation Technical Memorandum.   A VPA presentation on port-related truck traffic shows that, among the two competitive routes, 83% of port trucks choose I-
64 while 17% use US 460. The study assumes that the trucks carrying commodities diverted by barge would use the same proportions, and the barge service would reduce 
66 trucks on I-64 and 13 trucks on US-460 on a daily basis in 2011. In 2040, approximately 285 trucks would be eliminated on I-64, and 58 trucks on US 460. Respectively, 
the frequency of barge service would be increased from one trip per weekday to four per weekday.    After reviewing the available barge information it was determined that 
overall, barge service is not expected to remove enough vehicle trips from I-64 to obtain acceptable levels of service needed to meet either the existing or design year 2040 
capacity needs for traffic on I-64.  Barge service would also not address the roadway deficiencies and safety needs identified for the study.   In addition to these studies, the 
Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel EIS, which is currently underway, did examine ferry ridership and its effects on I-64 traffic specific to the area of the Hampton Roads Bridge 
Tunnel.  The results of these studies indicate that ferry ridership would remove between 600 and 1,100 vehicles per day from I-64.  This amount of reduction in traffic is 
similar to the amount projected when examining possible additional passenger rail in the I-64 corridor described in Response 23.4.  As a result, the reduction of an estimated 
600 to 1,100 vehicle trips per day is not expected to remove enough general purpose vehicle trips from I-64 to obtain acceptable levels of service needed to meet either the 
existing or design year 2040 capacity needs for traffic on I-64.  Therefore, it was determined that neither ferry nor barge service would meet the purpose and need of the 
study.  However,  although these types of services would not meet the purpose and need as individual, stand alone alternatives these services can be pursued independently 
or as part of the Preferred Alternative to provide for additional options for improving transportation conditions within the I-64 study area.

24 Public 
(written) Malmquist, David 24.1

The most promising alternative is enhanced and expanded passenger rail service. VDOT excludes rail from its current plan, 
claiming that a high-speed line between Hampton Roads and Richmond would fail to reduce the congestion on I-64 because it's 
mostly due to summer weekend traffic rather than weekday commuters. 
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Summary of Federal, State, and Local Government and Representative Public Comments

Comment 
No. CategoryNo. Name/Group/ 

Agency Comment Response

28 Public 
(written)

Stephens, Rob & 
Susan 28.1 Study accident and death statistics from states with tolls in place (Garden State Pkwy NJ, NY, etc)

As indicated in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section C of this Final EIS, it was assumed that Alternative 2A and 2B would involve tolling all vehicles, in both 
directions and for the entire length of the corridor from I-95 in the City of Richmond to I-664 in the City of Hampton. It was also assumed that there would be toll collection 
stations, using overhead gantries and all-electronic tolling (i.e. all tolls would be collected at highway speeds), for every interchange-to-interchange section of I-64. Figure II.8 
in this Final EIS provides a typical section showing an overhead gantry.  As described in Chapter II – Alternatives Considered, Section D of this Final EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative has been identified as Alternative 1.  If any of the tolling Alternatives had been identified as the Preferred Alternative, further information would have been 
developed.  

29 Public 
(written) Wanner, Sandford 29.1 Impact on historic resources needs further study.

As part of the EIS study impacts to the historical and archaeological resources were investigated and identified.  Descriptions of these investigations are included in Chapter 
III – Environmental Resources, Impacts, and Mitigation, Section G of this Final EIS.  Additional information is also included in the Historic Properties Documentation 
prepared for this project.  As indicated in this text, impacts to these areas included an evaluation of structures along with property impacts within the defined resource 
boundary.  As described in Chapter III - Environmental Resources, Impacts and Mitigation, Section G of this Final EIS, the Programmatic Agreement documents future 
study efforts for historic properties.  The Programmatic Agreement prepared for this project is included in Appendix K - Programmatic Agreement of this Final EIS. 

29 Public 
(written) Wanner, Sandford 29.2 Landscaping in tourism areas needs further study.

As indicated in the Executive Summary, Section F of this Final EIS, it has been expressed by a variety of citizens and organizations that it is important to preserve the 
aesthetics of the corridor by retaining the wooded median, particularly in the section of I-64 through the historic triangle area comprised of the Cities of Williamsburg and 
Yorktown and in Jamestown.  As operationally independent sections of the Preferred Alternative advance into the detailed design phase, a landscaping plan would be 
developed to examine various landscaping opportunities and treatments for the project area. 
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1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

1.14

1.15

1.16
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8
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3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19
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3.19

3.20

3.21

3.22

3.23

3.23

3.24

3.25

3.27

3.28

3.29

3.26
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3.30

3.31

3.32

3.33

3.34

4.1

4.2

4.3
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5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4
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12.1

12.2

12.3

12.4

12.5

12.6

12.7
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13.1

13.2

13.3
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14.2

14.3
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIWy7oM9FBTBwPfP9z049fFM…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 37 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 37 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 98.166.5.125  
Response Started: Monday, January 7, 2013 10:28:38 AM   Response Modified: Monday, January 7, 2013 10:53:36 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you
feel that the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

No

With the financial closing of the US 460 toll road project, I believe that the need for a concurrent expansion of I-64 needs
reevaluation. The traffic volume projections on the new 460 make a weak case for its construction, but allowing I-64 to
become more congested could provide an incentive to southside Hampton Roads travelers to re-route to 460, a parallel
route to Richmond and points west. That possibility appears not to have been a part of the DEIS considerations.

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

Full toll lanes widening to the inside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs
within the corridor?

Yes

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

No Response

6. What other information would you like to know?

No Response

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

Although tolling is not my favorite solution to our transportation challenges, I could support some route-specific user fee for
partial funding. HOT lanes would provide consumers a choice between sitting in traffic during times of peak use or paying
for "head of the line" privileges. We cannot, however, pave our way out of congestion, and as I stated in response to
Question 1, the "done deal" on US 460 redefines the "no-build" context in a way that the DEIS did not take into account.
Certainly, driving southside Hampton Roads traffic toward US 460 will not mitigate all congestion issues, particularly those
within the Hampton-Newport News segment of I-64, but it could be a significant factor west of Newport News for travelers
headed to Richmond and beyond.

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

Name: - Mark Geduldig-Yatrofsky

Address: - 2713 Sterling Point Drive, Portsmouth, VA 23703

Email: - magyforthepeople@cox.net

Phone: - 7578199041

20.1

21.1
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1/10/13 Survey Results

1/1www.surveymonkey.com/sr_detail.aspx?sm=dUrSA16E8MIk2vfSvczKIVb%2bMfEB5ZTZ301jPqYKdz…

Browse Responses   Filter Responses  Download Responses  View Summary »

Displaying 3 of 39 respondents    « Prev    Next »     Jump To: 3 Go »

Respondent Type: Normal Response  Collector: New Link (Web Link)
Custom Value: empty IP Address: 198.252.240.2  
Response Started: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 6:53:40 AM   Response Modified: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 7:29:18 AM

1. 1. Based on the information contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and presented at this meeting, do you feel that
the appropriate environmental and community issues have been adequately addressed?

No

There is not enough information on the toll options versus the impact on Economic Development and lost tax revenue. Also, what
are the impacts if nothing is done? Everything sits as 0 as if nothing changes but the congestion does have an impact on the
environment, and cost economic cost to the communities impacted.

2. There are five build alternatives under consideration to address the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor. Which
alternative do you feel best meets the needs within the corridor?

General purpose lanes widening to the outside

3. A no-build alternative was also analyzed and is being considered as part of this study. This would include only the projects
currently programmed in VDOT’s Six-Year Improvement Program. Do you feel the no-build alternative would meet the needs within the
corridor?

No

4. Would you support the use of tolls as a way to finance the needed improvements within the I-64 corridor from Richmond to
Hampton Roads?

No

5. How useful did you find the displays for understanding the study?

Would like more detail information.

6. What other information would you like to know?

Please identify the level of impact to the historical and archeological resources. Is it impact actual buildings and dig sites or just
properties encumbered with historical resources with no disruption to the properties? Also how will run-off be treated around the
reservoirs and other environmentally sensitive areas? Why was only express and truck lanes examined as an alternative but not
the adidtion of express rail or other rail transit?

7. Please provide any additional comments you would like the study team to have.

The widening should have been planned and designed decades ago. The project team should work closely with local planners to
ensure negative community impacts are negligible. There might be portions of the project that warrant building in the existing
median (b1) and portions that require building on the exterior (b2) especially near overpasses or important resources. The project
should also consider additional ingress/ egress improvements to include new and/or improved interchanges such as the
Armistead/ LaSalle/ King Street areas of Hampton and Denbigh Boulevard in Newport News. Such improvements are critical to
the interstate's functionality, local road conditions and redevelopment opportunities.

8. Please provide your name and address (optional)

Name: - A. Jordan

Address: - 144 Hampton Roads Ave

Email: - amybutl@msn.com

Phone: - 757-728-5147

23.1

23.2l

f
j

23.3
23.4

23.5
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